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the communication/interaction between regular and special education 
teachers, and for classroom instruction. Study results included the 
finding that referral is a complex legal process that cannot be as 
quiclc and responsive as might be desirable, that teachers should 
receive systematic inservice training about referrals, and that the 
process is not monitored well. The communication process is seen by 
some regular and special education teachers to be the responsibility 
of special education, and procedures are unclear to regular teachers 
who receive little inservice training in special education processes. 
Among recommendations are: (1) forms be simpler and computer-printed 
with available information; (2) inservice training of teachers should 
explain the referral process, alternatives to special education, and 
communication with special education teachers; and (3) a structure 
should be created to ensure the ongoing monitoring and improvement of 
the referral process. Seven attachments include a special education 
assessment memo, legal requirements in the referral process, a flow 
chart of the referral process, referral forms, and the referral 
timeline. (DB) 
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EXECUTIVE SUHNARY 



REPORT TO THE SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES COHMIHEE 

The Referral Process for Special Education Service and 
CoMnlcation/Interactlon Between Regular and Special Education Teachers 

AUTHORS: David Wilkinson, Natalia Luna 

OTHER CONTACT PERSONS: Glynn Ligon, David Doss 

MAJOR FINDINGS: 



1. The referral process: 

• Is a complex, legal process that by nature cannot be as quick and 
responsive as teachers and others would like. 

• Cuts across AISD organizational lines and requires coordination among 
teachers, counselors, principals. Psychological Services staff, and 
visiting teachers, and finally depends upon a parent's signature 
before e special education placement occurs. 

• Is poorly understood by teachers who receive no systematic, annual 
inservice training about referrals. 

• Uses forms that require teachers to look up and write in information 
that could have easily been retrieved from computer files. 

• Is not monitored well because responsibility is divided across so 
many departments. Partially as a result, time varies considerably 
for completion of the problem-solving and referral processes. 

2. The communication process: 

• Is seen by some regular and special education teachers to be the 
r2sponsibility of special education. 

• Is unclear to regular education teachers who receive little inservice 
training in special education processes. 

The full report presents recommendations for addressing the problems evident 
in the current ^^eferrsl and communication processes. These include: 

• Revision of forms to be simpler and computer-printed with available 
information. 

• Inservice training of teachers to explain the referral process, 
alternatives to special education, and communication with special 
education teachers. 

• Creation of a structure to ensure the ongoing monitoring and 
improvement of the referral process. 
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PREFACE 

A consultation agreement reached in summer, 1986 between the Austin 
Association of Teachers and the AISD Board of Trustees resulted in a mandate 
to the Office of Research and Evaluation to conduct a study. The 
consultation agreement is reproduced below. 



JiS ^ fiPggTAI. gPnrATTOM SERVICES 

The Board oC TrustMS of thm Austin Independent School District and 
the Austin Association of Teachers agree to the following: 

The referral process for special education service shall be 
studied and that recommendations for streaoling the process 
shall be made to the Superintendent by April, 1987. 

The Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) shall study the 
referral process and ways to improve 
connunication/interaction between regular and special 
education teachers for the benefit of students including 
placement information regarding the nature and extent of a 
student's disabilityi lEP publications for classroom 
instruction, and other ongoing instructional concerns. This 
study shall be par?; of ORE'S second year of evaluation of the 
Special Education Frogram in AISD* ORE*s findings shall be 
presented to a committee in February, 1987, and that 
committee shall make recommendations related to this study to 
the Superintendent* 

The committee shall consist of: 

30% regular and special education administrators 

20% regular classroom teachers 

20% special education classroom teachers 

30% professional support personnel such as counselors, 

psychological services persornel, visiting teachers, 

itinerant personnel for the visual and hearing handicapped, 

and a representative from the Special Education Citizens 

Advisory Committee. 



Chairman, Board Team 



Chairman, Auatin Association o£ 
Taachers Team 



This report presents the major bindings from that study. Technical 
Information about the conduct of the study will be published in July, 1987 
in Special Education; 1986-87 Final Technical Report (ORE Publication 
Number 86.29). \ 

iii 
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EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

An evaluation study was conducted by AISO's Office of Research and 
Evaluation (ORE) during the fall and early spring of the 1986-87 school 
year. The study results from a consultation agreement between the Austin 
Association of Teachers and the Board of Trustees In which ORE was directed 
to study the referral process and ways to Improve the communication/Inter- 
action between regular and special education teachers (see consultation 
agreement on page 111). 

The study was the first part of the second of three years of evaluation of 
the Special Education Program In AISD. The second part will be concerned 
with special education assessment In AISD. Although both parts of the 
1986-87 evaluation touch on aspects of the planned Year 2 evaluation, 
examining the efficiency of service delivery to students, a more 
comprehensive Investigation of the special education services delivery 
system will require additional evaluation In Year 3. 

The following data collection evaluation activities were conducted: 

• Interviews with regular and special education staff, Including: 
special education administrative staff, the Supervisor of 
Psychological Services, the Coordinator of Visiting Teachers and 
selected visiting teachers, elementary supervising principals, 
elementary principals, secondary principals, elementary counselors, 
secondary assistant principals, and secondary counselors. 

• Surveys of regular education and special education teachers, 

• Review of procedures and forms used with the referral process, 

• Review of laws pertaining to aspects of the referral process, and 

• Case studies on students referred during the last school year 
Involving e folder review and Interviews with the referring teachers. 

To guide the Interviews, an exemplary practices approach was adopted. 
Nominations of Individuals and their campuses at which the referral process was 
working were solicited from the Secondary Supervising Principal, elementary 
supervising principals. Special Education administrators, visiting teachers, 
the secondary Instructional coordinator for counseling, and the Elementary 
Counselors Steering Committee. This approach was selected for two reasons: 
(1) as a check In understanding of the referral process, and (2) In the hope 
that successful Ideas and techniques might be Identified that would be shared 
on a systemwide basis. 

Because much of the data were In the form of opinions, analysis of the data 
Involved tabulation of survey r3sponses and content-coding of open-ended 
comments. Data derived from structured Interviews were also content-coded. 
Computer programs were utilized to obtain summary statistics from the master 
special education computer file. District personnel were contacted for 
clarification of key points. 

Results are presented In narrative and tabular form. Important documents, 
forms, and charts are attached. 

ERiC VI 3 
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INTRODUCTION 



The need to study the referral process Is based on a concern that 
we may over-identify certain groups of students. 

—regular education central administrator 

The amount of paperwork involved in a referral process discourages 
any well-intentioned teacher to refer students who need special 
help because of lack of time. 

The paperwork is too involved and long. Most teachr *s see the 
lengthy process and then they do not follow through. 

• • .it seems to take a long, long time when students need help 
right away. 

—regular education teachers 



Two aspects of special education services werie of sufficient concern to 
teachers to be brought forwatd through the consultation process: 

1- The process for referring students t'^ special education, and 

2. Communication/interaction between regular and special education 
teachers regarding the instruction of special education students. 

What is the source of teachers' concerns about the referral process? The 
consultation agreement (see page iii) speaks of recommendations for 
streamlining the process. What aspects of the process do teachers desire to 
streamline? 

In a districtwide survey in fall, 1985, regular education teachers were 
asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the 
statement "The amount of time it takes to refer a student to Special 
Education discourages me from referring students." Among elementary 
teachers, nearly two thirds (64.3%) agreed or strongly agreed with this 
statement. However, less than a third (29. 5X) of secondary teachers agreed. 

In fall, 1986, a sample of regular and special education teachers responded 
to a survey question asking them for suggestions for ways to streamline the 
process for referring students to special education. Again and again, 
teachers cited two factors: paperwork and time. Nearly one half of the 
teachers who made suggestions mentioned one or both factors. Teacher 
comments were pointed. 
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About paperwork: 

If there was a way to reduce the paperwork, this would help 
streamline the process. 

Less paperwork. 

Cut down on some of the paperwork. 
There is just too much paperwork! 
Cut out all or most of the paperwork! ! 

The paperwork has discouraged me from getting these children tested, 
About tiine: 

Students should not be left to linger for a whole semester before 
something about placement is done. 

Once a student is referred to special education, do not let him/her 
wait too long (sometimes a full school year), to avoid frustration. 

Reduce the time between the initial referral and the official 
evaluation and testing. 

Shorten time between testing and placement. 

There should be a diagnostician available at all times. It takes 
too long to get a student tested. Time is critical. 

A time period of less than a month for the entire referral process. 

When referred even in first few weeks of school —they usually do 
not receive services for 6 months. 

About paperwork and time: 

Shorter required timelines for completion of paperwork. The 
process is too lengthy as is, services have wide gaps. 

Reduce the amount of paperwork and forms. . . . Reducing the time 
it takes to test and place a child if needed (in special ed.). 

Reduce papennfork and time between referral to placement. 

Although these comments do not reflect the sentiment of a majority of 
teachers, they highlight the core of teachers' concerns: that there is 
too much papervf'ork involved in the referral process, and that the 
process takes too long. Whether these perceptions are true is somewhat 
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a matter of contention and subjective judgment. The Supervisor of 
Psychological Services has asserted that the forms AISD uses are much shorter 
than those used in some other school districts and those recommended by the 
Texas Education Agency (TEA). Special Education administrators point out 
that the length of the referral process is greatly influenced by the time 
local campus staff take for necessary problem-solving and decision making 
before a referral for assessment is considered. 

Part of the problem is that conceptions of what constitutes the referral 
process differ for teachers and others involved in the process. These 
differences will be discussed further in Part One. Another part of the 
problem is that to some extent the desire of teachers to have students who 
are having difficulties receive specialized help is sometimes incompatible 
with the purpose of special education. 

In contrast to teacher concerns » the AISD administration has been concerned 
with the number of referrals to special education. The consequence of an 
"excessive" number of referrals to special education is a large commitment in 
time and staff» particularly assessment staff* to sorting out the students 
who are eligible for special education services from those who are not. 

In 1983-84» AISO served more special education students (as a percentage of 
enrollment) than any other large, urban Texas school district (see Special 
Education in AISD: Context and Program Description, 1985-86 , ORE Publication 
NO. 85. Z6}. Three years ago (1984-55), at the instigation of the Associate 
Superintendent, a concerted effort was made to cut down on the number of 
referrals for testing for eligibility for special education services. At 
that time, a memo was sent to principals and LST (Local Support Team) 
Coordinators requesting that they reduce their number of referrals and 
providing them with their schools' percentages of referrals made and 
determined eligible. The memo has been repeated twice annually since then. 
Attachment A is a copy of the 1986-87 memo. 

To judge from comments made by counselors and principals, the message was 
heard clearly by campus staff. The data also tend to confirm a trend of 
decreasing referrals. Data from the Office of Psychological Services show 
that while the number of referrals for testing increased by 5% from 1984-85 
to 19BpB6 (wmie Aisu's enroi imenT; incr>asea py i.6»j, tne percentage or 
students determined to be eligible increased bv ZH , apparently reflecting a 
greater accuracy in referring students most likely to qualify for services. 
Information obtained by Special Education from the Texas Education Agency 
shows that in 1985-86 AISD had reduced the percentage of students identified 



for special education, ranking fourth among the nine largest districts and 
near (though still above) the state average . 



However, as the AAT consultation agreement attests, teachers still have 
con'^erns about the process. What is tne referral process, and what can be 
done to improve it? 
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IIMT IS THE RiEFERRAL PROCESS? 



Somebody's got to ride herd on this monster. 
—elementary counselor 



A Clarification 



Special education stuff gets misconstrued. 

--elementary counselor 

The so-called "special education referral proce s s" is not technically a 
special education process . Until a student is , aced in special education, 
the activities which lead up to that placement lie in the realm of regular 
education. This is made explicit in State Board of Education (SBOE) Rule 
89.232(a) which states that "Referral of students for possible special 
education services shall be a part of the district's overall regular education 
referral or screening system." Referral is made by the regular education 
teacher. Regular educators complete the paperwork, contact the parents, and 
chair the committee meetings. In AISD, even the assessment is conducted by 
regular education personnel. 

However, the distinction between what is a regular education function and what 
is special education is an artificial one at best, considering that the 
referral requirements stem from special education law, that special education 
personnel are involved before placement, that some of the forms are special 
education forms, and that portions of three sections of the AISD Special 
Education Procedures Manual (including a flowchart) are devoted to these 
prepiacement activities. 

This distinction is nevertheless important because: 

• Within AISD's administrative structure, the Special Education staff 
bear the responsibility only for those aspects of the referral 
process over which they have influence or control. The same can be 
said for the regular education participants in the process. 

• Attempts to streamline the process need to involve both regular and 
special education 

Definition 

The term "referral process" has been the source of some confusion. Teachers 
and others sometimes use the term in an undifferentiated fashion to mean all 
the events and activities which occur from the time a teacher decides to 
seek special education help for a student until a decision is made regarding 
whether to admit the student to special education. However, other people 
have different, more specific meanings in mind for the term. To Special 
Education administrators, the referral process has to do with the activities 
required to comply with ;:he law governing referrals to special education, 
activities which take place before assessment. To the Office of 
Psychological Services, the referral process begins when this compliance 
information has been collected and the student is recommended for testing. 
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In this report, the term will be used in the broad sense of those activities 
needed to determine the eligibility of a student for special educatiorn SnvTle 
It is possible and useful for analysis purposes to secr.ion the reterrai 
process according to whether the responsibility for furthering the process 
lies with staff on the local campus or with support personnel working out of 
the central administration, the process need!i to be exwlned as a whole. 
Therefore, all of the forms, including those which are used for assessment, 
the securing of parent permission, and notification of the ARO meeting, are 
regarded here as referral forms. The term "paperwork" in figures and text, 
unless otherwise specified, will refer to all of these forms. 

However, it is important to note that the referral per se (as distinguished 
from the process as a whole) Is a referral for assessnent, a comprehensive 
individual assessment required by law to determine the^student's eligibility 
for special education. The results of the assessment are reported to the 
Admission, Review, and Dismissal (ARO) Committee which is responsible for the 
admission decision. 

In order to refer a student for comprehensive individual assessment, Texas law 
requires that certain information be collected and submitted in writing with 
the referral to special education. See Attachment B, WHAT'S REQUIRED BY LAW 
IN THE REFERRAL PROCESS, for the pertinent SBOE rules. The collection and 
submission of this required information is an essential part of the referral 
process, but it takes place before the referral for assessment is made. In 
AISD» a referral has not ofriciany occurred until the LST (Local Support 
Teas) Coordinator and a Psychological Services sUff aober (or a speech 
pathologist for speech handicapped services only) have signed the Checklist 
for Special Education Assessaent. In other words, while many activities have 
taken place which may be considered part of the referral process, the referral 
for assessment occurs only at this later stage of the process. 

The importance of this admittedly elusive distinction between the referral for 
assessment and the referral process as a whole lies in understanding the 
confusion, and sometimes resentment, of teachers and others for whom "the 
clock starts ticking," so to speak, from the time a teacher identifies a 
problem and continues to run until the student is admitted to special 
education and begins receiving services. Legal timelines do not come into 
force until the official referral for assessment is completed. Because the 
subjective clock starts running before the official one, it is not surpris- 
ing to find the referral process frequently regarded as unacceptably long. 



Flowchart 



Figure 1 reproduces page II-l of the Special Education Procedures Manual which 
is labeled "Problem-Solving and Referral Process Chart." This flowchart Is a 
good overview of the major activities that fall within the referral process. 
Attachment C presents a detailed flowchart of the AISD referral process. For 
purposes of discussion, the referral process can be broken down into four 
phases: 

1. Local campus activity and problem solving, 

2. Completion of the referral packet and meeting of the LST, 

3. Comprehensive individual assessment, and 

4. Meeting of the ARO Committee and special education placement. 
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Each phase will be discussed in the following section. 
Before that discussion, a few cautions are In order: 

1. It should be noted that the model of the referral process depicted 
In the flowchart In Attachment C Is somewhat of an Ideal one. Every 
case does not rit the model precisely. For some students who are 
IdentlfieH as needing special education services, the entire process 
does not occur. There Is no psychological assessment, for example, 
in the case of pregnant students. For some health impaired 
students, certification from a doctor is all that is required by way 
of assessment. Students who have received special education 
services in other school districts are placed in AISD special 
education on a temporary basis while records are being obtained from 
the other district. 

2. The flowchart in Attachment C presents all of the possibilities 
which might occur in an initial referral. Every activity depicted 
does not occur in every case. Too, the complexity of the flowchart 
is somewhat deceptive. Because of the necessity with the flowchart 
format to diagram events in sequential order, events which sometimes 
occur very near in time to one another appear further separated than 
they might be. 
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Figure 1. PROBLEM-SOLVING AND REFERRAL PROCESS CHART. 

Source: Special Education Procedures Manual Page II-l 



REGULAR CLASSROOM 
No problems 



TEACHER. notes that student 
has learning problems 



TEACHER Initiates problem, 
solving process 



CLASSROOM TOCHER or COUNSELOR completes 
. Student Information Sheet 
. Report of Vision Screening 
. Report of Hearing Screening 
. Health HI story/ Information from Home 

T '■ 



LST MEMBERS review Information and suggest 
strategies or refer for assessment 



FOLLOW-UP TO LST: 

. Contact parents to explain Parents' 
Rights Handbook, sign receipt page 
and Notice/Consent for Assessment. 

. Complete medical follow-up to failed 
vision or hearing screening. 



LST COORDINATOR and P. A. review and 
accept completed referral packet 



Comprehensive Individual Assessment completed 

Timtlint: Within 30 aohool days to 
oanpleta aaaaaament report 



ARO COMMITTEE MEETING held 

Timelint: Within 30 oalencbr days after 
receipt of aaaeament report 



SPECIAL EDUCATION PLACEMENT 



— < ^- 



—>■ ->" 



(See Attachment C for a detailed outline of this process.) 



ERIC 



10 



86.23 



Local Campus Activity and Problem Solving . In the first phase, the regular 
classroom teacher (sometimes the counselor or principal) notices that a 
student has a learning or behavioral problem. One of these individuals, 
usually the teacher, initiates the problem-solving process. In this mode, 
the teacher will confer with other teachers, the counselor, the principal, 
possibly a visiting teacher or a special education teacher or other support 
personnel, for strategies and instructional modifications with which to 
address the student's problem. This consultation may involve a meeting of 
the Local Support Team (LST), but at this stage )f the process, meetings are 
generally informal. (LST is one tenii used. 0th .rs are pre-LST, informal 
LST, local campus meeting, consultation, conferencing, and preliminary 
LST.) Information is gathered— from the student's folder, from the 
student's other teachers, from the student's former teachers—to shed more 
light on the student's problem and options that might be considered. 
Additional resources, such as counseling or tutoring, are brought to bear to 
help the student. The teacher tries other instructional strategies. At 
this point, the problem is either resolved or It is not. 

Completion of the Referral Packet and the LST Meeting . If the problem is 
not resolved, the decision is made to consider the special education 
option. Information about the student's academic performance and behavior, 
the student's health history and family circumstances, and vision and 
hearing Is documented in four forms: 

1. Student Information *%heet (PS-SE-500), 

2. Health History Inventory and Information from Home (PS-SE-507), 

3. Report of Vision Screening (V-21), and 

4. Report of Hearing Screening (H-13). 

See Attachment D for copies of these forms. These four forms constitute t he 
extent of the teacher's paperwork burden . 

If any of these forms is not completed, the process will be delayed. 
Obtaining the necessary vision and hearing screening is sometimes 
problematic and time consuming for local campus staff. Vision and hearing 
testing technicians from AISD's Office of Vision and Hearing visit each 
campus twice during the course of a school year. If a student is not 
screened when these personnel are on the student's campus, arrangements must 
be made for special testing. One possibility is to transport the student to 
another campus where testing is occurring, but parents are sometimes unable 
to provide transportation and local campus staff risk liability in case of 
accident if they transport a student in a personal vehicle. Another 
possibility is to transport the student to the Vision and Hearing Office for 
special testing, but the same obstacles exist. 

When the information is complete, a formal LST meeting is usually scheduled 
and held. The parent is usually invited to this meeting. At this meeting, 
the decision may be made to refer the student for comprehensive individual 
assessment, the next step toward qualifying a student for special education 
service. On the other hand, the decision may be made not to refer the 
student for comprehensive assessment, but rather to implement other options, 
e.g., referral to other district programs. (See Attachment E for a 
description of these programs.) 
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An LST meeting Is not required by the District for a decision to be made to 
refer a student for comprehensive assessment. The principal could make the 
decision after consultation with the teacher and other persons, such as the 
school counselor, the psychological associate, and the parent. 

If the student is referred for assessment, the law requires that parent 
consent for the assessment be obtained in writing. See Attachment 0 for a 
copy of the consent form, PS-SE-800, The law a^so requires that the parent 
be given a document developed by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) explaining 
the parent's and student's legal rights. The parent must sign a form 
acknowledging understanding and receipt of this document. If the parent 
does not give consent for assessment or does not sign the receipt page, no 
referral for assessment can be made, and the student must continue in 
regular education. 

In addition to the parent siym .ures, another prereferral requirement is 
that the student pass the vision and hearing screeninj tests. If the 
student does not pass, the student must be examined by a vision or hearing 
medical specialist, and a report of the findings must be sent to the school. 

The referral for assessment is complete when the LST Coordinator and a 
Psychological Services staff member meet, complete, and sign off on the 
Checklist for Special Education Assessment (PS-SE-570), See Attachment D 
for a copy of this fonn. The signatures of the LST Coordinator and the 
Psychological Services staff member attest to the completion of all the 
referral packet information. It is at this point that the referral 
officially begins . By law, the comprehensive Individual assessment must be 
completed witn In 30 school days from the date of the referral, 

Comprehens i ve I ndi v i dua 1 Assessment , The Assessment Team Coordinator (ATC), 
the psychological associate, notifies other District personnel of the 
assessment needed. In each case, three events occur: 

1, A visiting teacher completes a social history of the student, 

2, A Psychological Services staff member tests the student in one to 
six sessions, 

3, A special education teacher completes a portion of the Student 
Information Sheet, PS-SE-500, See Attachment D for a copy of this 
form. The part completed by the special education teacher is at the 
bottom of page 3 of this form. 

Depending on the areas of possible eligibility to be assessed indicated on 
the Checklist for Special Education Assessment, additional assessment 
activities may occur. In the case of a student being assessed for a 
handicap in the areas of hearing or vision, a report is required from a 
teacher of the auditorial ly handicapped or of the visually handicapped. If 
a student has a suspected speech handicap, a report from a speech 
pathologist is required. If a student may be eligible because of a physical 
handicap, a report from a nurse or a doctor must be completed. For related 
services, there must be a related service report. If a student is thought 
to be emotionally disturbed (ED), the ED checklist (Behavior Description 
checklist. Form N) is completed, generally by the referring teacher. If the 
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checklist Is not completed by the teacher, a Psychological Services staff 
member obtains the information the form is designed to collect. See 
Attachment D for a copy of the checklist. If the possibility of a learning 
disability (LO) is being considered, an LO observation is conducted by 
campus staff (often the counselor or the principal) and a Classroom 
Observation Form (SE-810-83) is completed. See Attachment D for a copy of 
the LO Observation form. If any of these reports or forms is not completed, 
the assessment process (and hence the progress of the referral) will be 
delayed. 

Some additional steps are necessary if the handicapping conditions of EO, 
LD, and autism are involved. In the case of LD, the Addendum to 
* Comprehensive Individual Assessment Report; Learning Disabilities 
(PS-101-85) form, sometimes referred to as Form lOi, must be sent to the 
school for the ARD Coordinator to secure the signatures of required 
assessment team members. See Attachment 0 for a copy of this form. These 
Individuals must "concur" or "dissent" with the conclusion regarding the 
student's eligibility as an LD student. If there is disagreement, the issue 
must be discussed. An assessment team meeting may be held. If agreement is 
not reached, resolution of the issue resides with the ARD Committee. 

In the case of a student's possible eligibility as an ED student, the 
comprehensive report must be signed by a licensed psychologist, of which 
there are two in Psychological Services. If the psychologist does not agree 
that the assessment indicates the student is ED, the comprehensive report is 
amended to reflect the psychologist's conclusion. If a determination of 
autism is made, the members of an Autism Committee (usually a speech 
therapist, an appraisal person, and a psychologist or psychological 
associate) sign the comprehensive report. 

Psychological Services compiles all of the assessment information, then 
writes, corrects, and duplicates the comprehensive individual assessment 
report, and sends it to the school. 

Meeting of the ARD Committee and Special Education Placement . Upon receipt 
of the comprehensive assessment report, the ARD Coordinator (counselor, 
principal, or assistant principal) schedules and holds an admission 
meeting. By law, this meeting must be held within 30 calendar days upon 
receipt of the written report. Also by law, the parent must be invited to 
this meeting. See Attachment D for a copy of Notice of Admission, Review , 
and Dismissal (ARD) Committee Meeting (SE-600-85). The parent is supposed 
to complete page Z of the form declaring Intent to attend the meeting or 
not, among other things. See Attachment 0. The ARD Committee, of which the 
parent is a member, along with administrative, assessment, and Instructional 
personnel, decides whether or not to admit the student to special education 
(if the student meets the eligibility criteria). If the student is admitted 
into the special education, and the parent accepts the placement 
decision—the parent has five days in which to give written consent—the 
student is placed in special education. 

Case Studies 

A few case studies will be helpful in explicating the referral process. 
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Case Study #1 Freddy Grade 4 

"Freddy" first came to the attention of his teacher Mrs. Peterson almost 
immediately after he entered her class in the fall of 1985.* His teacher 
noticed that Freddy was below reading level, was having difficulty getting 
along with others, and constantly seemed withdrawn. She spoke to his 
mother, to the principal, and to another fourth grade teacher about the 
problems she felt Freddy was having. She then tritJ several strategies and 
alternatives before actually referring him for special education services. 
She tried peer tutoring which didn't work because Freddy couldn't get along 
with others. Mrs. Peterson also tried early morning tutoring with Freddy 
and another little boy. It did not work because Freddy could not get along 
with the boy. She also shortened and modified his assignments. He still 
seemed to fall behintl. She would frequently call on him In an effort to 
draw him into class activities. Nothing Seemed to work. Therefore, in late 
September, 1985, she decided to refer him to special education. 

The first step Mrs. Peterson took was to talk to the school principal. They 
spoke about Freddy's problem, looked at his folder carefully, and decided 
that the necessary steps to refer Freddy into special education should be 
taken. 

Mrs. Peterson then consulted with the special education teacher at her 
school about the situation and obtained the necessary referral paperwork. 
Mrs. Peterson was in charge of completing all the paperwork and making sure 
that Freddy had his vision and hearing testing done. Surprisingly to Mrs. 
Peterson, the process went rather smoothly with Freddy. The fact that his 
case was rather serious seemed to speed things up. However, it was a matter- 
of two months from the time Mrs. Peterson decided to refer him to the time 
an LST meeting was arranged. 

Freddy's case was reviewed at the LST meeting. It was decided that Freddy 
was a good candidate for receiving special education services and should 
therefore be given the battery of tests to determine if he would qualify. 
The testing is the part of the referral process that Mrs. Peterson felt took 
too long. The associate psychologist who does the testing at their school 
has several other schools at which to test. He comes to Mrs. Peterson's 
school once a week at the most. 

Mrs. Peterson claimed that since Freddy's case was unusually serious, the 
testing was pushed along rather rapidly. In her opinion, it took too long, 
but not as long as with some other cases. It was approximately two and 
one-half months before the testing was completed. In the meantime, Freddy, 
in obvious need of special education services, was still in the classroom. 
He became disruptive and hard to handle. However, he was to remain in the 
classroom until it was officially decided that he was eligible to receive 
special education services. Immediately after the testing an ARD meeting 
was scheduled. At the meeting, approximately five months after the teacher 
identified a problem, and two and one-half months after the referral for 
assessment, it was decided that Freddy was eligible to receivp services as 
an LD student. 



ARO « Admission, Review, Dismissal 
LO ■ Learning Disabled 
LST •■ Local Support Team 



* Both the names of the student 
and of the teacher have been 
changed. 
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Case Study #2 



Junior 



Grade 9 



This Is "Junior's" second year In 9th-grade regular education classes. He 
started having behavior problems early in the school year. He would jump 
out of his chair and do and say strange things. His teachers brought the 
bizzare and Impulsive behavior to the attention of his counselor, Mary 
Kowalski.* 

Mrs. Kowalski agreed that Junior was having a problem and, after discussing 
the matter with the assistant principal in charge of discipline, started 
working with the his teachers. They tried several strategies and 
alternatives to try to better Junior's situation. First, Junior's class 
schedule was changed. He was placed with teachers he could take direction 
from a little more easily. Mrs. Kowalski considered how the time of day 
related to Junior's occurrences and started counseling him on a regular 
basis. Nevertheless, Junior's condition did not Improve. On the contrary, 
Mrs. Kowalski noticed that Junior was becoming more and more depressed to 
the point that he became suicidal. At this point, she spoke with Junior's 
parents and got their permission to have the associate psychologist assess 
the seriousness of their son's suicidal thoughts, and conduct further 
testing If needed. 

After testing Junior, the associate psychologist notified Mrs. Kowalski th^t 
there were enough Indicators to show that he might be eligible to receive 
special education services. Therefore, after one month of trying different 
strategies and alternatives to better Junior's condition, Mrs. Kowalski 
decided to refer him for special education services. According to 
Mrs. Kowalski, this Is not the procedure she normally follows when referring 
a child to special education. Normally, an LST meeting Is held before a 
student Is referred for psychological testing. In Junior's case, she 
referred him directly for psychological testing to measure the extent of his 
suicidal threats and, as a consequence of the results, ended up referring 
him to special education. 

An LST meeting was held shortly afterward to review Junior's case. It was 
decided that Junior's referral process should continue. Mrs. Kowalski 
proceeded to complete the necessary paperwork. She sent out a one-page form 
of her own to Junior's teachers to get feedback on his behavior and grades. 
She then compiled that Information to complete the paperwork. She chose to 
do this because she finds that some of the questions and wording on the 
paperwork are not suited to high school and teachers have a difficult time 
understanding it. She also arranged for Junior to get the necessary 
testing. 

In approximately three months, the vision/hearing screening and the 
paperwork were completed. The psychological testing was completed twelve 
days later. 

Two months after the testing, five months after Mrs. Kowalski started the 
paperwork, an ARD meeting was held. It was then decided that junior was 
eligible to receive services as an ED student. 



ARO ■ Admission, Review, Dismissal * Both the names of the student 

LST « Local Support Team and of the teacher have been 



ED > Emotionally Disturbed 



changed. 



ERIC 




86.23 



Case Study #3 Luke Grade 2 

"Luke" was a very verbal child.* His spelling was unbelievably good for a 
second grader. Yet, Luke had difficulty in mathematics and reading. He had 
trouble understanding directions, keeping up with what was required and was 
easily frustrated. His teacher, Mrs. Johnson, noticed Luke's problem within 
the first two weeks of school. She conferred with his first-grade teacher 
and discovered that he had had similar problems the year before. She also 
discussed Luke's problem with his parents and the counselor. They agreed 
that different strategies and alternatives should be attempted before 
referring him into special education. 

Mrs. Johnson immediately started working to improve Luke's situation. First 
she modified his assignments. He no longer had to do seatwork. Instead, he 
would work on a one-to-one basis with the teacher's aide. Then, she put him 
on several behavioral programs, but none seemed to have a long-term effect. 
The strategies and alternatives did not work. Luke continued to have 
difficulties. 

Mrs. Johnson spoke to Luke's mother and informed her Luke was still having 
problems. At that point, they both agreed that Luke should be referred to 
special education. Mrs. Johnston proceeded to get the necessary paperwork 
from the counselor. She hurried and completed the paperwork in about a week 
and a half and turned it in to the counselor. Now all she could do was try 
to meet Luke's needs as best as she could and wait for the LST. 

It was approximately one month before an LST meeting was held. Luke's case 
was reviewed and it was decided that he should receive psychological 
testing. According to Mrs. Johnson, the testing took three months 
(actually, it took two). She stated that it took an additional month for 
the results to be reported. 

One month after the psychological report, an ARD meeting was held. It was 
decided, approximately six months after the classroom teacher started the 
paperwork, that Luke did not qualify for special education services. By 
this time, it was almosTTHe end of the school year. Luke was not making 
any progress and Mrs. Johnson was frustrated because she could not meet 
Luke's needs and angry with the decision not to place Luke in special 
education. 



LST « Local Support Team * Both the names of the 

ARC « Admission, Review, Dismissal student and of the teacher 

have been changed. 
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HMT 00 TEACHERS UNM ABOUT THE REFERRAL PROCESS, AND WHERE DO THEY GET 
THEIR INFORMATION? 

A survey of regular education teachers showed that most had had experience 
with the referral process and felt comfortable with the teacher's role . 

Two thirds of the teachers responding to the survey had at some time 
referred a student to special education. Almost one half of these teachers 
had referred a student to special education who was not admitted. At the 
same time, nearly three quarters of the teachers felt that "a great deul" or 
"some* information about the teacher's responsibility in the referral 
process was available. Over one half indicated that they had a good 
understanding of the teacher's role in the referral process. See Figure 2. 

Most teachers get their Information about the referral process from the 
school counselor and from other teachers, although teachers identify many 
other sources. See Figure 3. 

MAT INSERVICE TRAINING OR INFORMATION ABOUT THE REFERRAL PROCESS IS MADE 
AVAILABLE TO THE REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER? 



Regular teachers must become familiar with the process before they 
are ever given forms to fill ouT. Some teachers don't understand 
the special ed. program, therefore the referral process becomes a 
waste of time and paperwork. Each school should give an inservice 
at the beginning of the year to present guidelines and regulations 
regarding special ed. programs in general. Most regular teachers 
don't know what LSI, ARO & lEP stand for. 

"--special education teacher 

There are no designated carriers of information, no systematic 
carrier of information. The psychological associates and the 
visiting teachers don't see themselves in the role. 

--special education central administrator 



Everyone agrees that there should be inservices, and quite a few people 
have conducted them in previous years, but inservice attempts have been 
episodic and sporadic. At some local campuses, particularly the 
elementary campuses, annual inservices are conducted by the 
counselors. Some counselors have prepared or adapted written materials 
to explain the process to teachers. One example at Becker Elementary 
is a document entitled Let's Stretch Our Necks and Look Out for 
Youngsters . 

Districtwide, there is no systematic, annual Inservice about the 
referral process. (See page 46 for a description of special education 
Inservice about general topics.) 
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Figure 2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SURVEY ITEMS ABOUT THE INCIDENCE OF 

SPECIAL EDUCATION REFERRALS AND THE TEACHER'S ROLE, FALL, 1986, 



KEY: A " A great deal 
B « Some 
C - A little 
D « None or very little 



SA « Strongly Agree 

A « Agree 

N » Neutral 

D » Disagree 
SD = Strongly Disagree 



Have you ever referred a student 
to special education? 

Have you ever referred a student 
for special education who was 
not admitted? 



How much information about the 
teacher's responsibility in the 
referral process would you say 
is available? 



I have a good understanding of 
the regular teacher's role in 
the referral process. 
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Figure 3. SURVEY RESPONSES FROM REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS REGARDING THEIR 
SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT THE REFERRAL PROCESS, FALL, 1986. 



KEY: A. Special Education Procedures Manual 

B, HELP: Handbook Explaining Local Procedures 

C, Visiting Teacher 

D, Psychological Associate G. Assistant Principal 

E, Counselor H, Principal 

F, Other I, Other Teachers 
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3.0t 


1.8X 
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From what source do you get 
most of your Information about 
the referral process? (N-165) 



43. 6X 



Other sources listed: 



Special education teacher 

Resource teacher 

Own experience/training 

College courses 

Workshops/lnservlces 

Speech pathologist 

Have not received any Information 

Special education chairperson 

Counselors 



N « 15 



15 



Note: Thirty- two teachers listed other sources. Some teachers listed more 
than one source. In all, 32 teachers listed 35 other sources of 
Information about the referral process. 
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HOH HEU DOES THE REFBm PROCESS WORK? 



[The] Referral Process seems to be set up to "deter" rather than to 
encourage Identification of students. 

—special education teacher 



This question Is concerned both with efficacy , hi}w well the process 
does what It Is Intended to do, and with efficiency , how speedily it is 
accomplished. Accordingly, the referral process "snou Id be viewed as 
having two related alms. One Is to Identify tht students eligible for 
special education service with the smallest amount of resources 
expended. The second Is to ensure that eligible students are processed 
as efficiently and expeditiously as possible so that they can begin 
receiving the help they need. 

To accomplish the first aim, the District needs to minimize referrals 
which would not result In special education placement. The challenge 
for the process Is to accomplish Its first aim without being so 
restrictive that only the students '^'Ath the most severe disabilities 
are considered. On the other hanci, tie process should not be so 
liberal that too many referrals ^low down the system and tie up 
resources necessary to Identify those students genuinely In need of 
special education. It Is not always possible to predict which students 
will be eligible for services, but the "hit rate" can be .;iax1m1zed by 
educating teachers and others Involved In the process to make referrals 
of students who stand a good chance of qualifying for services. 

Teacher Opinion 

One measure of how well the referral process works in AISD is reflected 
in the opinion of teachers about the process. A sample of 390 regular 
education teachers was asked to Indicate degree of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with various aspects of the referral process. See 
Figure 4. 

• Amount of paperwork— Many more teachers were Dissatisfied than 
satisfied with the amount of paperwork; however, nearly one 
third did not have a strong feeling either way. 

• Reasona 'j 'eness of the Information required— Nearly one hilf of 
the teacners surveyed were ambivalent about the reasonableness 
of the Information required. A slightly larger percentage of 
teachers was satisfied than the percentage that was dissatisfied 
with it. 

• Time fy;o»" the referral to the Initiation of service— Nearly one 
half of the teachers surveyed were dissatisfied with the time 
from the referral to the initiation of service. Nearly one 
third were ambivalent, with the remainder satisfied. 
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• Opportunity for teacher involvement in the process of referral and 
placement of individual students- -Over one third of the teachers 
surveyed were ambivalent about tneir opportunities for involvement. 
The percentage of teachers who were satisfied was twice that of the 
percentage who were dissatisfied. 

• Ava ilability of information about referring students for special 
jgiTcati on— Over one third of the teachers surveyed were ambivalent 
about the availability of information about referral, A larger 
percentage of teachers was satisfied with the information available 
than the percentag^^ that was dissatisfied. 

Overall, teachers' dissatisfaction is evident regarding two aspects of the 
referral process: the amount of paperwork and the time from the referral to 
the initiation of service . Although from about one third to nearly one nair 
of the teachers indicated mixed satisfaction and dissatisfaction, teachers 
were more satisfied than dissatisfied with the reasonableness of tne 
Information required, their opportunities for involvement in the process , 
and the availability of information about referring students to speciaP 
education. 
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Figure 4. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SURVEY ITEMS ABOUT THEIR SATISFACTION 
WITH ASPECTS OF THE REFERRAL PROCESS, FALL, 1986. 



QUESTION: How satisfied are you with the following aspects o^ 
the current referral process? 

KEY: A » Very satisfied 
B - Mostly satisfied 

C » Partly satisfied, partly dissatisfied 
0 - Mostly dissatisfied 
E « Very dissatisfied 
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Opportunity Tor teacher 
Involvement In the process 
of referral and placement 
of Individual students 
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3.6 


Availability of Information 
about referring students 
for special education 
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8.3 


31.3 


37.0 


17.7 


5.7 
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Referral Timeline 



Reduce the amount of time between the initial referral and the 
official evaluation and testing. 

—regular education teacher 



Another measure of the efficiency of the referral process is the amount of 
time between the referral and special education placement. Using AISD's 
master computer file for special education, the SEMS (Special Education 
Management System) » an attempt was made to calculate tTTe amounT of time 
between certain key events on the referral timeline. Attachment F 
delineates the important events on the timeline, along with the computer and 
paper sources for their dates of occurrence. The following dates were 
considered: 

• Date referred to a campus administrator 

• Date parent pennission given for assessment 

• Date referral received by special education 

• Date of comprehensive assessment 

• Date parent notified of ARD meeting 

• Date originally placed 

These events, logically and in the opinion of a special education 
administrator consulted, should have been chronological. In fact, when the 
students placed in special education during the 1985-86 school year were 
considered, the calculated times between each of these events ranged from 
improbable to highly unlikely. For example, the time from the date referred 
to a campus administrator to the date parent pennission was given for 
assessment ranged from minus 3,653 days (i.e., 10 years before) to 1,126 
days (more than three years later .) In the face of these suspect times, it 
was concluded that the SEMS file was not suitable for calculations of this 
type. A considerable number of dates ware missing. Attempts to refine the 
calculations by imposing the logical chron'^logical order on the data and by 
including only those cases fitting this order resulted in the exclusion of 
nearly all of the students considered. To account for these anomalies, ORE 
was led to consider the following possibilities: 

1. The data on the SEMS are not completely accurate, or 

2. The assumptions about the chronological order of the events were 
incorrect, or 

3. The dates, even those thought to be relatively static, are extremely 
*iuid, changing frequently over the course of a school year. 

A smal. number of student folders was examined as part of case studies 
conducted to enhance understanding of the referral process. Data about six 
students were obtained. Based on this very small, random, although 
nonrepresentative sample, the times between important events are displayed 
in Figure 5. Oiscussion follows the figure. 
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Figure 5. TIMES BETWEEN IMPORTANT EVENTS ON THE REFERRAL TIMELINE. 
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* Days are calculated fron the date the student ves refienned to a canpjs adnlnlstrator. 
^ Oaiys are calculated ftm the preceding date. 



REF'-AS Date referred to canpus adnlnlstrator 

PAR PERM Date parent permission given for assessment 

RTS-RECD Date parent received the rights handbook 

RECEIVED Date referral received by special education 

AS Date of last coiprehenslve assessnent 

PAR-NOr Date parent notified of ARD meeting 

PLACED Date ARD originally placed 

ST-PROG Current progran starting date 

Average Nurber of School Days Elapsed - 59.17 (1/3 of the school >ear) 
Average Niiriber of Calendar Days Elapsed » 99.67 (3.2 months) 
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Examination of Figure 5 indicates the following: 

1. Even with a small, nonrepresentative sample, there is a noticeablo 
variance in the number of days which elapsed from the date referred 
to a campus administrator to the date of placement (or, with Student 
#4, the date of the ARD). The number of school days varied from -7 
to 139. Calendar days ranged from -13 tp 225. 

2. One case. Student 13, illustrates an exception to the general model 
of the referral process described. This secondary student 
experienced emotional difficulties and was removed from the home 
campus to Shoal Creek Hospital where the student was assessed by 
staff there. This apparently accounts for the date referred to 
campus administrator occurring after the parent gave permission for 
assessment, was notified of the ARO meeting, and assessment took 
place. Cases of this sort may also help to account for the 
difficulty ORE had in using the SEMS file to calculate times between 
events. 

3. In four of six cases (67X) (in one case no calculation could be 
wade), the legal limit of 30 school days from the referral for 
assessment to the completion of the comprehensive individual 
assessment was met. For these four cases, the average time for 
completion was 18 school days. For all cases, the average 
completion time was 23.8 school days, within the legal limit . 

4. In four of the six cases, the legal limit of 30 calendar days for 
the ARO Conmittee to meet when the comprehensive assessment is 
completed was met. For these four cases, the average time elapsed 
from completion of assessment to the meeting of the ARD Conmiittees 
was 8.5 days. For all cases, the average time was 24.2 calendar 
days, within the legal limit . 

5. In the five cases for which there were dates, the average time for 
local campus staff to complete the requirements for referring 
students for assessment was 29 school days or 48.2 calendar days 
(1.6 months). 

6. For all six cases, from the date the student was referred to a 
campus administrator until the student started in special education 
(or was not admitted), an average of 59.17 school days elapsed. An 
average of 99.67 calendar days elapsed (including school holidays). 

Although these dates are from a sample insufficient for confident 
generalization, the data indicate that in the majority of cases, legal 
timelines are being observed. According to information provided by the 
Office of Psychological Services, the average time for completion of 
comprehensive assessments performed by that staff is 32.5 school days, close 
to the legal limit. Local campuses took more than one and one-half months 
to complete the requirements for referring students for assessment. 
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Accuracy of Referrals 

Another measure of how well the referral process works Is the percentage of 
referrals which result In special education placement. If many more 
referrals are being made that do not result In placement than do, the 
process Is Inefficient. 

According to Information furnlsned by the Office of Psychological Services, 
799 referrals were made In 1985-86. Of these, 81% (647) were determined by 
testing to be eligible for special education services. See Figure 6. It Is 
not known at this time what percentage of these referrals resulted In 
special education placement. The Office of Psychological Services maintains 
a computer file tracking the disposition of referrals for assessment. 
However, the file does not contain placement data. The SENS file contains a 
current record of the number of special education students, but the number 
of students who were assessed but not placed Is not recorded. ORE Is 
attempting to match the computer records on these files to determine the 
placement percentage. 

All special education assessment Is not performed by the Office of 
Psychological Services. In 1985-86, 1,726 students were placed In special 
education. Some of these students were temporary placements, special 
education students coming from other districts who are provided services 
until Also obtains their records or, when It cannot, needs to refer them for 
assessment. Another 361 students were speech handicapped. Speech 
assessments are performed by Speech/Language Services. Students placed In 
the Early Childhood units at St. Johns, Casis, and the Developmental Center 
were ^issessed by their own staff. The same Is true of students placed at 
Nary Lee and Girlstown. Some students at the State Hospital and Shoal Creek 
are not assessed by Psychological Services. Most students who received 
homebound services, usually classified as other health Impaired (OHI), were 
admitted by way of a doctor's report. See Attachment C. Pregnant students 
placed In the Teenage Parent Program (86 In 1985-86) are tested by their own 
staff, rarely by Psychological Services. 

Examination of Figure 6 reveals the following: 

• In 1985-86, 799 students were referred for assessment by 
Psychological Services. Most of these students were referred by 
elementary schools, an average of about 12 per school. Only about 
six students per school on the average were referred by junior high 
schools, about three students per school by senior high schools. 

• A small percentage of the student enrollment at the elementary level 
was referred. Even smaller percentages, less than It, were referred 
at the secondary level. 

• High percentages of the students referred were determined to be 
eligible for special education. However, 40X of the high school 
students referred did not qualify for services based on test results. 
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Figure 6. REFERRALS FOR INITIAL ASSESSMENT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION IN 1985-86. 

This figure was supplied by the Office of Psychological Services. 



Type of School 

Elementary 
Junior High 
Senior High 



Average No. 
Referrals 
Pe r School 

11.9 
6.2 
2.7 



of Students 
Referred 



% of Referred 
Students Eligible 



Total Initial Referrals 
X Eligible 



84"85 
60S 



2.05 
.72 
.15 



85-86 
"759" 
81% 



82 
82 
60 



Initial Referrals : Counted were students referred for initial evaluations 
for special education during 85-86 (excluding partial batteries, temporary 
placements and reevaluations). Students who were referred but moved out of 
the District during 1985-86 before testing were not counted. Students 
referred at the end of the school year who were not tested In 85-86 were 
counted in number of referrals but r.ire not computed as part of the 
percentage of referrals qualifying for special education. 

Eligible : Students whose test results indicated they qualified for special 
education services. 
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CAN THE REFERRAL PROCESS BE STREAMLINED? 



The paperwork needs to be streamlined or the teacher will not get 
Involved. 

The existing guidelines set up by law make any sort of streamlining 
attempt very difficult. 

The process has been greatly improved In recent years. 

--regular education teachers 



The Teacher Perspective 



In fall» 1986, samples of 390 regular education and 330 special education 
teachers were surveyed. Each sample was asked to respond to this survey 
Item: "What specific suggestions do you have for streamlining the process 
for referring students to special ejJucatlon?" 

Figures 7 and 8 summarize the suggestions given by regular and special 
education teachers, respectively, on ways to streamline the referral process. 

About one half of the regular education teachers who responded had something 
to say about time and/or paperwork. Ten percent had not referred anyone or 
did not know much about the process. Among the other suggestions made were: 

• Provide a sample form or checklist. 

• Hire more staff to test students. 

• Have inservice about the referral process. 

Approximately 40X of the special education teachers who responded had 
something to say about time and/or paperwork. Another 15X suggested that 
more information on who/why/how to refer should be provided to regular 
education teachers. Among the other suggestions made were: 

• Special education teachers should help in the process. 

• Use a screening instrument to determine if a student should be 
referred. 

• Develop a better way to have vision/hearing screening done. 
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Figure 7. REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS' SUGGESTIONS ON WAYS TO STREAMLINE 
THE PROCESS FOR REFERRING STUDENTS TO SPECIAL EDUCATION. 



Comment Number of Teachers 

Left blank 90 

Teacher wrote or indicated, "None." 12 

Condense the forms and eliminate redundancy. 30 
Have not referred anyone/Not errugh experience to 

answer/Don't know enough about process 12 

Shorten time between testing and placement. 10 

Hire more professionals to decide on placement of student. 8 

More information for teachers on wHo/why/how to refer 7 

A filled-out example form or checklist 6 

Speech referrals should not be as long as other referrals. 5 

A time limit on the different steps of the referral process 3 

Paperwork should be completed by someone. 3 
Terminology on forms should be made understandable to 

regular education teachers. 3 

Pre-school inservice of the referral process 3 

Administer a short screening test to each referred student. 3 

All steps are necessary. 2 
The teacher making the referral should be given feedback 

as the referral progresses. 2 
Teachers need forms in their room/names and phone numbers 

of support personnel at her school . 1 

Special education teachers need more time to test. 1 

Test students on priority based on severity and need. 1 
Make it easy to return ED students to special education 

if not working out in regular classroom. 1 
Have simple explanation on system and a contact person 

to answer questions. 1 
Allow teacher input to referral system to be in oral 

form in an interview. Teacher should be trusted to 

make professional decisions regarding students. 1 
Allow students to receive special education services 

upon teacher observation, then make more definite decisions 

about placement after formal testing. 1 

Counselor follow-through 1 
Cumulative folders for special education students who 

transfer into AISD, should be requested immediately 

by the school office. 1 

Fewer people should be involved in the process. 1 

Assistance should be given to teachers completing referral 1 

Other 5 
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Figure 8. SPECIAL EOUCATICN TEACHERS' SUGGESTIONS ON WAYS TO STREAMLINE 
THE REFERRAL PROCESS. 



Comment Number of Teachers 

Left blank 3 

Not qualified to answer question adequately 6 

Reduce the paperwork and eliminate redundancy. 11 
More Information to regular education teachers and/or 

principals on who/why/how to refer 8 

Speed up the psychological testing process. 6 
Use a screening Instrument to determine If 

student should be referred. 5 
Develop a better way to have vision/hearing screening done. 4 

Speed up process after Initial referral. 4 

All steps are necessary. 3 
Special education teachers should help In the 

referral process. 3 

Counselor follow through 2 

Follow procedures consistently throughout the District. 1. 

Test students on a priority basis depending on 1 

severity and need. 

Parent Involvement 1 

The 30 days allowed for referral should be reduced. 1 
Have one specific person In charge of gathering all 

necessary Information. 1 

Flowchart of forms and process to be In the referral* 1 
Get all special education teachers a consultation 

period. 1 

37 



Note: The number of teachers who made suggestions was 38. 
Several teachers gave multiple responses. The total 
number of suggestions made by the teachers was 53. 



* See pages 8 through 13 and Attachment C. 



33 



86.23 



The Counselor Perspective 

Seven elementary counselors, six on the Elementary Counseling Steering 
Comnittee and one with a dual-campus assigrmient, were interviewed in fall, 
1986. Elementary counselors had a number of general suggestions for 
streamlining the referral process. These are listed in Figure 9 below. 

Figure 9. SUGGESTIONS FROM ELEMENTARY COUNSELORS FOR STREAMLINING 
THE REFERRAL PROCESS. 



1. For the sake of continuity and good working relationships, 
keep the LST team (visiting teacher, psychological 
associate, special education coordinator) the same. 

2. To make for continuity from the primary to the intermediate 
grades, assign the same support staff to paired schools. 

3. Consider a different referral form to get started, one which 
would have the teacher's impressions about the child and 
what the concern was. This abbreviated form could also be 
used for referring students for speech services. 

4. The social history is done as part of the referral packet. 
There is no need for a home visit. It should be done at the 
point when the papers are signed. This would eliminate one 
big part of the p^^ocess. 

5. Have the vision and hearing screening done on campus by the 
nurse or even a nurse's aide, rather than by people coming 
in. 

6. Do as many things as possible on campus. 

7. In the case where a student comes from outside the District, 
rather than each school individually calling during the day 
at regular phone rates, send the name to a person in Central 
who would make the call using a WATS line. 

8. Have an aide maintain a wall chart with the dates indicating 
the referral's progress. Alternatively, have the aide enter 
the dates on software on the school's computer. 
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Counselors had some comments about particular referral forms. These 
are cortalned In Figure 10 below. 



Figure 10. COMMENTS FROM aEMENTARY COUNSELORS kZUUJ REFERRAL 
FORMS. 



Form: Student Information Sheet 
Comments: 

1. If possible, condense the Student Information Sheet to one or 
two pages (from the current three pages). 

2. Instead of having the teacher fill It out, someone on the 
referral committee could take notes on what the teacher says 
In the LSI meeting. 

3. Even when someone bears down firmly on the pressure- 
sensitive^ noncarbon paper, you cannot read the last page. 

4. The form should be organized differently. It should read, 
"Identify the problem." The next section should be test 
scores, then classroom behaviors, 

Fonn: Health History 
Comments: 

1. Th^s form does not have to be completed before the LST 
meeting. The information could be gotten from the parents 1n 
the meeting. 

2. Complete the Health History form after the LST meeting, if 
possible. 
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Student Infonnation Sheet > Counselors had some specific comments about sections of 
this form. These are summarized in Figure 11 below. Refer to Attachment D for a 
copy of the form. 

Figure 11. COMMENTS FROM ELEMENTARY COUNSELORS ABOUT SECTIONS OF THE STUDENT 
INFORMATION SHEET. 



III. Testing Information 



Section Counselor Comment 

II. Current Educational - Teachers almost always think English or Spanish rather 
Status than instructional level. 

- Why is it necessary to ^now whether the student partici- 
pates in P.E.? 

- This section is confusing to teachers. It is complicat- 
ed and cluttered. 

Cut out testing infonnation. It is in the student's 
cumulative folder already. 

- There is a copy of this Information on the measurement 
card. Having it here is redundant. 

- Include an attachment for the testing information. 

IV. Behavior Descriptors - The rating scale is not easy to understand. 

- Who looks at behavioral descriptors? 

So what? It is good information^ but it will not determ* 
ine whether or not a student gets into special education. 

- Teachers have a hard time doing the rating in this 
section. 

- Attendance infonnation was asked for in an earlier 
section. In any event, attendance information is in the 
cumulative folder which is brought to the «jieeting. 

- Teachers' Judgments sometimes offend parents, e.g., 
indicating that a student is not well groomed. 



V. Curriculum Objectives- 



VI. Educational Efforts 
and Results 



VII. Modifications 



If it is Just a speech articulation problem, it does not 
fit the situation to fill out this section. 
The information in this section does not contribute to 
the decision-making process. 

It is not clear what information Is being requested. We 
should forget section V and just use section VI. 
This section "scares a lot of teachers." 

There is not much difference between this and the 
following section. 

Section VI is a lot like section V. The two sections 
could Se combined. 

A lot more space should be allotted to efforts and 
results of effort:. Teachers will seldom attach extra 
pages. 

"Modifications" includes "instructional strategies," 
given in section VI. 

Section VII is difficult for teachers to complete. They 
have often provided the information in section VI. 
Teachers do not know what to put In the space. 
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The Administrative Perspective 

Ten principals and assistant principals were interviewed* one by phone. 
They were ask^ for suggestions for ways to streamline the referral 
process. Their responses are listed below. 



Figure 12. SUGGESTIONS FROM PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT PRINCIPALS FOR 
STREAMLINING THE REFERRAL PROCESS. 



1. Keep only essential paperwork. It is important to have information 
so as not make ^he wrong assessment, important that parents know 
their rights* important to Jot down notes. 

2. There has to be someone who reserves the right to make decisions for 
the student. Someone must be willing to take the lead. 

3. Look at information already in the folder and decide what to do with 
it. Try to calm the teacher down and have the teacher think about 
alternatives* e.g.* talking with Chapter 1 teacher. 

4. Do a lot more verbal transmission of information. It is easier to 
articulate in a meeting than to ^rite it down. 

5. Make the forms less unwieldy. 

6. I like the paperwork the way it is. If the teacher is serious* the 
teacher will fill it out. It may be that the paperwork is necessary 
for "quality control*" as a kind of "speed bump." 
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Part Three - COHMICATION/INTERACTION 
BETVEEN REGULAR AND SPECIAL 
EDUCATION TEACHERS 
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HMT PLACEMENT INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE TO THE REGULAR EDXATION TEACHER 
REGARDING THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF A SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENT'S DISABILITY? 



As a "special area tv^acher" I am frequently not told which children 
are even in spec. ed. much less as to how to deal with their 
handicaps. 

—regular education teacher 



This theme was sounded by a number of teachers responding to a survey. A 
prime concern seems to be apprehension on the part of some teachers about 
what to expect from special education students in their classes. Evidently, 
these teachers feel as if they have been left in the dark, and perhaps at 
some schools they have. However, according to the Supervisor of 
Psychological Services, teachers are one of the audiences for whom the 
comprehensive individual assessment report is written. This report, which 
contains considerable information about a special education student's 
disability, is supposedly available to teachers. At one high school, the 
report apparently is not. The assistant principal questioned whether the 
sensitive psychological information it sometimes contains might not be 
abused by some teachers. At this school, the report is kept in the special 
education folders, which in turn are kept under lock and key by the 
secretary to the special education department chairperson. The assistant 
principal did not, however, have any objections to a teacher seeing a 
student's lEP (Individual Educational Plan). 

The student's lEP is another source of information available to the regular 
education teacher. It is contained in the special education folder kept on 
the campus. Although it is not intended to describe the nature of a 
student's disability, it does specify the instructional program the student 
is undergoing. The disability for which the student is receiving help could 
be inferred from the kind of help prescribed. 

As regards teachers' concerns about not knowing which of their students is 
in special education, it is customary at some schools for the special 
education teachers to put into the regular education teachers' boxes lists 
of which of their students is in special education. At the secondary level, 
multiple copies of computer listings of the students in special education 
are sent by Secondary Special Education to the schools. Teachers can also 
make inquiries of the special education department chairperson (at the 
secondary level), special education teachers, the counselor, the assistant 
principal, or the principal. 
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TO WHAT EXTENT ARE REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS INVOLVED IN FORMULATING SPECIAL 
EDUCATION STUDENT'S lEP's? 

The regular education teacher initially referring the student is a member of 
the ARD Committee and participates in formulating the student's lEP. Subse- 
quent to admission, an annual ARD meeting is held at which the student's lEP 
is reviewed and modified if necessary. ARD's can be convened at any time to 
modify a student's lEP. 



HON ARE lEP IMPLICATIONS FOR CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION COMfUNICATED TO THE 
REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER? 



Their lEP's. 

Behavioral and academic lEP goals. 

—regular education teachers' responses to a 
survey question asking them what information 
about special education students they would 
like to have that they did not presently have 



As stated on the previous page, the student's lEP is contained in the 
special education folder kept on the campus. Evidently, some teachers never 
see the lEP or are unaware that it is available to them. Some regular 
education teachers receive from the special education teacher a form titled 
Regular and Special Education lEP Coordination (SE-626-86). See Attachment G. 
Thp form Is used only wnen a student's ARB Committee makes modifications in 
the student's instruction. It is filled out and reviewed at each ARO 
meeting. One intent of the form, according to a special education 
administrator, is to encourage discussion oetween regular and special 
education teachers before a student's ARD meeting. The form is new in 
1986-87, although it simply formalizes a procedure which has been going on 
for some time. Special Education administrators report that the form is 
being well received at the secondary level and that parents like it. 

However, there does not seem to be any formal mechanism by which the lEP and 
the instructional modifications it would specify are communicated to aVI^ of 
the regular classroom teachers who feel they would like to see them. 
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HOH DO REGUUW AND SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS COMNUNICATE AND INTERACT 
REGARDIN6 INSTRUCTION? 



They don't communicate. Each [group] does its own thing. They 
don't plan together. 

Special education and regular education teachers talk a lot. 

When a child is in special education, the regular teacher just 
wants to say, "They're yours." 

—elementary counselors 



One structure in place which requires communication between regular and 
special education teachers is the grading conference. Regular and special 
education teachers are supposed to talk about the grade the special 
education student is going to receive. According to an elementary 
counselor, this conference takes a lot of time, and it is difficult for 
teachers to find the time to meet. An elementary principal concurred that 
there was not enough time for them to get together. 

Another occasion for regular and special education teachers to meet is 
before students' annual ARO's. 

An elementary counselor redirects teachers who come to her with problems and 
encourages them to meet directly with the resource teacher. 

Another structure which promotes communication/interaction between regular 
education and special education teacher is the team/grade level meeting. 
Although not true at every school, special education teachers are invited to 
these meetings. At some schools, a representative from the special areas 
(art, P.E., music, special education) attends team meetings. 

It is customary at some schools, especially at the secondary level, at the 
beginning of the year for the special education teachers to put something in 
the regular education teachers' boxes to let them know which of their 
students are on the special education rolls and which special education 
teachers are responsible for these students. 

At one high school, the counselor and assistant principal spoke highly of 
regular and special education teachers team teaching. 

One secondary assistant principal ex, /essed the opinion that it was up to 
the special education teacher to make contact with the regular education 
teacher. 

For one principal, it goes back to the principal to set up the stage for the 
teachers to work together. 

As with teachers in general, informal communication always exists. 
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WHAT INFORMATION ABOUT THEIR SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS DO REGULAR EDUCATION 
TEACHERS WANT THAT THEY THINK THEY 00 NOT NOH HAVE? 

A sample of 390 regular education teachers was surveyed with the above 
question. A summary of their responses is presented in Figure 13 below. 
The majority of the responding teachers indicated that they did not want any 
additional information about the special education students in their 
classes. Most of the responding teachers who indicated that they wanted 
information vMnted to know who the students are, the students' problems, and 
how to deal with them. 

Figure 13. INFORMATION REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS WANT THAT THEY 
THINK THEY DO NOT HAVE. 



Comment Number of Teachers 

Teacher wrote or indicated, "None." 105 

Left blank 9 

I do not have a student in special education. 4 

I am satisfied. 8 

m 

Description of students' problems and how to deal with them 36 

lEP 10 

I am not told anything. 9 

Special education folder 8 

Instructions/demonstration on alternative methods of 

instruction and testing 5 

Cooperation with special education teacher 4 

Printout of test scores 4 

Conference with special education and/or parents 3 

What types of program are available, how do children 

qualify, and how long does it take? 3 

What studc.it and handicap in special education 3 

Personal history 2 

Progress made since in special education 1 

Any Information 1 
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NHAT RESOURCES ARE AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT THE REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER IN 
INSTRUCTING SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS? 



Our Special Education teachers are always accessible. The 
counselor is also most helpful when I have concerns. 

—regular education teacher 



The primary resource available to support the regular education teacher in 
instructing special education students is other staff . All of the following 
have been mentioned as resources for the teacner: 

• Principal 

• Counselor 

• Special education teachers 

• Special education instructional coordinators 

• Psychological associate 

• Speech therapist 

• Visiting teacher 

• Occupational therapist 

• School nurse 

• Helping teacher 

• Special area teachers (e.g.» Chapter 1) 

• Other regular classroom teachers 

At one elementary school* the principal posts a handout with the names of 
support persons. 

Besides the people themselves, a variety of written information has been 
developed by different staff for the teacher's reference. BeTow is a brief 
list of available materials encountered in the evaluation. 

'"Suggested Adaptations by Handicapping Condition" 
"Characteristics L. D. Children May Exhibit" 
"Teacher Checklist of Learning Disabilities" 
"Identification of Children with Learning Disabilities" 
"Classroom Teaching Teciiiiques for the ADD Child" 

Another resource available to teachers is a special program besides special 
education through which the student's instruction might be bolstered. These 
resources are cited in Attachment E. 

Finally, and not least, teachers have their own resources based on training 
and experience on which to draw. The teacher can supplement that training 
by returning to school and taking special education courses, and by special 
education-related inservice. Inservice training is discussed on the next 
page. 
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WAT INSERVICE TRAINING 00 REGULAR EOUCATION TEACHERS RECEIVE ABOUT SPECIAL 
EDUCATION? 

According to Staff Development , one day per year of special education 
inservice is required for teachers . 

This Is one of the two days teachers earn of time-equivalency staff 
development (TESD), Teachers acquire this training on their own time, 
usually at the University of Texas or the Region XIII Educational Service 
Center. In the estimate of the Coordinator for Secondary Staff Development, 
95% of teachers get their required training at Region XIII during the summer. 
According to a Special Education administrator, this is a major obstacle to 
dictrlctwide training because special education Is addressed from a regional 
rather than distrlctwide perspective. 

According to the Coordinator for Secondary Staff Development, a wide variety 
of topics can be approved for special education training; e.g., training In 
cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) because It may be useful In dealing with 
students who have seizures. A listing of course offerings at Region XIII 
for spring, 1987 Is presented on the following page. 

In addition to the training available through UT and Region XIII, 
Instructional films and videotapes can be checked out from Secondary Special 
Education. Teachers view the material, then take a test over It. If the 
teacher answers 80X of the test Items correctly, the teacher gets the amount 
of TESD credit equivalent to the length of the film or videotape. A one 
hour videotape. If the teacher passes the test. Is equivalent to one hour of 
credit. By state definition, six hours equals one day of training. 

Special Education has provided Staff Development and the Educational Service 
Center with criteria AISD feels should be met before a topic should be 
approved for special education training. Topics are not allowed special 
education credit unless the Instructor relates the topic to the handicapped 
student. The following topics are considered appropriate for credit: 

• adapting materials, 

• modifying Instruction, 

• social /behavioral topics, e.g., discipline, child abuse, 

• understanding handicapping conditions, 

• special education rules and procedures, 

• modifications/adaptations of essential elements, 

• Individualized Instruction, 

• learning styles, and 

• other topics such as parent conferences, etc. if the descriptor 
specifically targets special education. 

Special Education administrators hope to be able to review the ESC and 
district offerings in advance and to come to agreement on which sessions 
should receive special education credit. They could then have a master list 
of acceptable courses to use to advise teachers. 

Other than the one day of required training, special education inservice is 
left up to the teacher and the local campus. 
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CHECK WORKSHOP LOCATIONS CAREFULLY 
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Part Four - SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE 
CQNiMICATION/INTERACTION 
BETWEEN REGULAR AND SPECIAL 
EDUCATION TEACHERS 
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HOM COULD THE COMIMICATION/ INTERACTION BETMEEN REGULAR AND SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS ABOUT INSTRUCTION BE IMPROVED? 



All faculty members need to be properly Informed about a1J[ special 
education students at the beginning of each semester! 

—regular education teacher 



The Teacher Perspective 

A sample of 390 regular education teachers was surveyed in fa11» 1986 
regarding communication/Interaction with special education. Results from 
the responding teachers are presented In Figure 14 below. The majority of 
teachers Indicated that the amount of coiwnunlcatlon/lnteraction they have 
with special education teachers is the right While more than one 

quarter or teachers indicated mixed satisfaction and dissatisfaction 
concerning the Instructional Information they receive about the special 
education students In their classes* more teachers were satisfied than 
dissatisfied. 



Figure 14. RESPONSES FROM REGULAR TEACHERS TO SURVEY ITEMS ABOUT 

COMMUNICATION/INTERACTION WITH SPECIAL EOUCATION. FALL. 1986. 



KEY: A ■ Too little VS - Very satisfied 

B ■ Just the right amount MS ■ Mostly satisfied 

C ■ Too much PSPO ■ Partly satisfied, partly dissatisfied 

MO « Mostly dissatisfied 

VO ■ Very dissatisfied 



The amount of communication/ 
interaction I have with the 
special education teachers is: 



Concerning the special education 
students in your classes, how 
satisfied are you with the 
information you get about 
students' handicaps? 

Concerning the special education 
students in your classes, how 
satisfied are you with the 
information you get about students' 
lEPS and their implications for 
classroom Instruction? 
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Samples of 390 regular education and 330 special education teachers were asked 
to respond to an open-ended survey Item requesting specific suggestions for 
ways to Improve communication/Interaction between regular and special 
education teachers as related to Instructional concerns. The responses 
received from regular and special education teachers are summarized in 
Figures 15 and 16, respectively. 

Figure 15. REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS' SUGGESTIONS ON WAYS TO IMPROVE 

COMMUNICATION/INTERACTION BETWEEN REGULAR AND SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS. 



Comment Number of Teachers 

None/Not applicable/Don't know 18 

Left blank 3 

TT 

Share/see lEP 5 

List of students^ names and problem areas 6 
Diagnose students' strengths and weaknesses, related 

performance Information 1 
Special workshop at the beginning of the semester/ 

workshops 3 

There Is already good communication. 2 

Simple checklist 1 

Conference with special education teacher- 

- Time not specified 12 

- Each six weeks/monthly 7 

- Weekly 5 

- At grading time 2 

- At the beginning of the year 2 

- Every two months and at the midpoint of each semester 1 

- At a social 1 

- Once every semester 1 

More communication/Information from the special education 

teacher concerning my special education students 7 

There Is not enough time. 5 

Visits by regular classroom teachers to special education 2 
classes/special education teachers visit regular classroom 

Hire more special education teachers. 2 

Special education teachers should do their own planning 

and not depend on regular teachers. 1 

Stop staff reductions. 1 

Education for regular education teachers on how a 

special education student learns 1 

Other 4 

77 
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Figure 16. SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS' SUGGESTIONS ON WAYS TO IMPROVE 

COMMUNICATION/INTERACTION BETWEEN REGULAR AND SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS. 



C omment Number of Teachers 

Left blank 2 

Conference with teachers— 

- Time not specified 6 

- Every 6 weeks 3 

- Every 2 weeks 3 

Provide regular education teachers with a list of 

special education students from "Day 1." 3 

Team teaching 3 

Communication is sufficient. 3 

Special education teachers should follow through. 2 

Regular education teachers should read special 

education folders. 1 

Regular education teachers should be trained to 

understand special education terminology. 1 

Workshops presented by on-campus special education team 1 

A checklist sheet for teachers to communicate 1 

Not enough time to communicate 1 

Introduce special education teachers to faculty and how 
they can help with special education students in regular 

classroom. 1 

7? 
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The Counselor Perspective 

Seven elementary counselors, six on the Elementary Counselors Steering 
Committee and one with a dual-campus assignment, were interviewed In 
fall, 1986. Each was asked for suggestions for ways to improve 
communication/interaction between regular and special education 
teachers as related to instructional concerns. Their responses are 
listed in Figure 17 below. 



Figure 17. SUGGESTIONS FROM ELEMENTARY COUNSELORS FOR IMPROVING 
COMMUNICATION/INTERACTION BETWEEN REGULAR AND 
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHEAS. 



1. Hold regular meetings , possibly every 3-6 weeks. The counselor 
could get regular and special education teachers together and 
CM serve as mediator. Communication should be direct and 
f-^imal, rathe/ than exchanging a sheet of paper. 

2. Require scheduled conferences between regular and special 
education teachers. These conferences are often achieved when 
parent conferences are held and all of the teachers are 
involved. However, they do not take place in a ^egular 
fashion. Because special education deals with students of 
ranging ages, the teachers would have to attend all of the team 
meetings. Meetings should be at the initiative of the special 
education teacher. It is special education's job to get 
students back into the classroom. 

3. It is adequate at the elementary level . At the secondary 
level, the teachers do not know students are In resource. They 
may find out accidentally. Secondary teachers have expressed 
this concern. 

4. Students sometimes miss out on things when they go to 
resource. The child is "penalized," e.g., by not getting work 
which was assigned during the time the child '^s In resource. 

5. "Some kind of starring" when a substitute comes In for the 
regular teacher. 

6. Come from a more common perspective. There are different 
perspectives now. Special education comes from a learning 
disabilities perspective, whereas to regular education It 
appears that the student is not doing the work. 

7. From 3:00 to 4:00 p.m., after school the resource teacher and 
the y'gg^l^^ teacher should communicate ai leasi once a weeK . 
The IE? and other forms should be filled out refore the meeting. 
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One Teacher's System 

One high school special education teacher has a very promising system for 
promoting communication between himself and the regular education teachers 
with whom he works. In br1ef» the system Involves the special education 
teacher's duplicating student schec'ules in order to create a master list of 
the classes taken by his students. At the beginning of the school year, he 
transmits this list to the regular teachers In whose classes the special 
education students will be. He also asks the regular education teachers to 
complete a very short progress report on the students, and he notes his 
availability for conferences. Communication with the regular education 
teachers Is repeated on an every six-weeks basis. 

A nice feature of this system Is a card-sized form for regular education 
teachers to request a conference. The form helps both teachers to schedule 
efficiently and also provides a record of contacts for the special education 
teacner. Another attractive feature of the rystem Is the progress report 
which only requires the regular education teacher to make checks Indicating 
"yes" or "no" to progress Indicators. Finally, the system Is appealing 
because It seems adaptable to computerization at the central level, thus 
saving the special education teacher considerable effort while Institution- 
alizing a structure for promoting communication between regular and special 
education teachers. 
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Part Five - CONaUSIONS AND RECQNIENDATIONS 
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Conclusions: The Referral Process 

Teachers' primary complaints about the referral process are that there is 
too much paperwork involved and that the process takes too long. 

It Is worth noting that some of the emphasis teachers placed on paperwork in 
their comments derives from a perennial concern about paperwork In general. 
To some extent, what is "too much" paperwork is a matter of contention and 
subjective judgment. For Special Education and Psychological Services, 
whose forms they are, the forms teachers are "overwhelmed" by have already 
been streamlined and require information which by law must be collected. In 
fact, the bulk of the referral paperwork is not done by teachers. It is 
done by visiting teachers, psychological associates, and ARD Coordinators. 

Nonetheless, the teachers' concern about paperwork Is not without 
foundation. Portions of the three-page Student Information Sheet are 
confusing, and having teachers write In information which is readily 
available from computer files is a waste of their time. The confusing part* 
can be clarified, and although some logistical problems would need to be 
resolved, some information could be computer generated. 

Whether the referral process takes "too long" is also a matter of point of 
view. Undeniably, the referral process is a complex process and, for the 
teacher seeking assistance for a student with learning or emotional 
problems, a lengthy process. However, the teacher's view of the referral 
process goes a long way toward explaining the perception of its length. To 
the extent that the teacher's subjective clock begins runni..j before any 
consideration of special education is or should be made for a student, it is 
not surprising to find the referral process sometimes regarded as 
unacceptably long. It must be remembered that with the exception of the 30 
school day limit on the assessment phase, the control of the length of the 
process is largely within local campus control. Further evaluation work is 
planned to determine to what extent the assessment timelir.^' c.?n be shortened. 

Teachers also may fail to credit the procedural safeguards for protecting 
the rights of students and their parents which are a necessary, if 
frustrating and time-consuming, part of the process. It is not in the best 
interests of students and the District to make the process for referring 
students to special education quick and easy for teachers if inappropriate 
placement decisions are a result. 

Perhaps the most fundamental issue to arise from this study revolves around 
the question, "Who's in charge?" Three components—regular education, 
special education, and Psychological Services— each have important roles to 
play in the smooth functioning of the process; however, no person, 
department, or group apparently has the time and authority to take the 
responsibility for the process. Until the issue is adequately addressed, it 
is likely that all parties will continue in frustration. 
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Recowmendations; The Referral Process 

As discussed above* some aspects of the referral process are more 
susceptible to streamlining efforts than others. Local campus staff may be 
able to reduce the time for activities In their area of responsibility, but 
some activities cannot be hurried. In the face of this reality, the best 
course for the District seems to be to educate teachers about the reasons 
for the length of the referral process and to inform them more fully about 
available options other Itiu special education for helping special needs 
students. 

The paperwork burden on teachers is one aspect that can be ameliorated. 
Central computer files contain considerable Information about students which 
can be computer-generated, rather than having teachers supply It. This 
Information Includes student name, student 10 number, student date of birth, 
school, grade, class, semester units, parent/legal guardian, parent's home 
and work address. Home Language Survey results, LEP status, attendance, and 
group test results. Test results. In particular, should be computer printed 
because of the amount of Information that must be transcribed. 

Some additional streamlining could be accomplished by revising the forms 
themselves although much of the Information Is required by law to be 
collected. Nonetheless, the forms, particularly the Student Information 
Sheet, merit further scrutiny. It has been suggested that computer- 
generated Information could be appended rather than be part of the form. 
Some sections of the Student Information Sheet are reportedly confusing to 
teachers. The rating scale used with the Behavior Descriptors section on 
page 2 Is subject to misinterpretation. The sections dealing with 
Instructional modifications and strategies seem to be repetitious, or at 
least not mutually exclusive. These sections of the form could probably be 
made clearer. Suggestions have also been made about changing the timing of 
certain Information-gathering activities which deserve further consideration. 

Finally, It Is essential that each campus have In place an explicit, 
smoothly functioning system to manage the process. It Is recommended that 
the supervising principals pay particular attention to the details of how 
the process Is carried out on each campus and assist in the improvement of 
the system when problems are found. The District may want to reconsider the 
decision to make the LST optional. 

Conclusions: Communication/Interaction Between Regular and Special 
Education Teachers 

While the majority of regular teachers report that they have sufficient 
communication/Interaction with special education teachers and in the main 
are satisfied with the Instructional Information they receive about the 
special education students In their classes, some teachers apparently feel 
that they have been left In the dark about who their special education 
students are and what to expect from them. Apparent, too, is that some 
regular education teachers are unaware of, or have not sought. Information 
available about the special education students in their classes. 
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It may be that some teachers feel they lack information because few formal 
structures exist for regular and special education teachers to communicate 
and interact about ongoing instructional concerns. Teachers have 
opportunities to discuss special education students in grading conferences, 
before students' annual ARD's, at team/grade level meetings, or informally 
through notes and meetings, but communication gaps are evident from teacher 
comments. An lEP coordination form being used this year may help remedy the 
situation, but it is not used for all students. Another reason teachers may 
feel they lack information is that there is an attitude among some regular 
educators, and even some special educators, that communication about special 
education students is the responsibilit of special education. 

Although there seems to be genera*! agreement that regular communication is 
important and that teachers should meet, opinions vary as to the recommended 
frequency of the meetings. It is likewise agreed that it is difficult to 
make time to meet. 

Finally, teachers' apparent apprehensions about special education students 
may arise from a lack of understanding of special education. A day of 
special education inservice is required of teachers each year, but until 
recently the topics could range somewhat far afield from special education. 
The inservice which is delivered is from a regional, rather than a district, 
perspective. 

Recommendations: Communication/Interaction Between Regular and Special 
Education Teacners 

Conduct staff development to inform teachers about the information that is 
available to them. The students' lEP information is available to teachers, 
and the comprehensive individual assessment report should be. Teachers can 
get information and help from a considerable number of staff, both local 
campus and support personnel, and from a variety of written sources. 

Teachers need to be educated concerning their mutual responsibilities for 
the instruction of special education students. An attitude which tends to 
compartmentalize students and the responsibility for them needs to be 
overcome by appropriate, district-directed staff development. 

There need to be expanded opportunities for communication at the campus 
level. One possibility is to implement a computer-aided system for 
formalizing communication between regular and special education teachers 
like that described in Part Four. Another suggestion which has been made is 
to mandate regular meetings; however, demands on teacher time are such that 
those meetings are unlikely to occur. 
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



CONCLUSIONS RECOMMENDATIONS 



The Referral Process 



1. The referral process is a complex 
and t1me-consu;<ii1ng process. How- 
ever » the process is set up to 
safeguard the rights of students 
and their parents, not tc be quick 
and easy for teachers. 

2. Teachers' primary complaints 
about the referral process are 
the paperwork involved and the 
time it takes. 

The bulk of the paperwork is not 
done by teachers, but the 
teacher's paperwork can be 
streamlined. 



1. Educate teachers about the neces- 
sary reasons for the time required 
in the referral process. 



• Computer generating information 
such as test scores from central 
computer files rather than 
requiring the teacher or someone 
else to spend time copying the 
information out of a folder onto 
a referral form. 

• Revising the Student Information 
Sheet, at least to be more 
specific regarding what 
information is to be supplied by 
the teacher. See Figure 11. 

• Reducing any unnecessary 
activities that might exist. 
See Figures 9 and 10. 



2. Streamline the process by: 



3. Teachers and other staff under- 
stand their role in the process 
better than they understand the 
process as a whole. 

4. Control of the timeline lies 
largely with the local campus. 



5. No single department takes 
responsibility for the referral 
process. 



Write and disseminate a "how to" 
guide for teachers explaining the 
referral process. 

3. Educate staff regarding the 
overall process beyond 
individual or departmental 
responsibilities. 

4. Supervising principals should pay 
special attention to the implementa- 
tion of the referral process at each 
campus. Alternatively, the District 
should consider mandating the Local 
Support Team (LST) again. 

5. Consider structural changes so that 
someone or some group takes primary 
ownership for the process. A group 
composed like the Information 
Services Committee (ISC) might be 
considered. 
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Communication/Interaction Between Regular and Special Education Teacners 



1. Some regular education teachers 
are unaware of » or have not 
sought* information available 
about the special education 
students in their classes. 

Z. There is an attitude among some 
regular and special educators 
that communication about special 
education students is the respons- 
ibility of special education. 

3. Few formal structures exist for 
regular and special education 
teachers to communicate and 
interact about ongoing instruc- 
tional concerns. 

4. Everyone thinks regular communi- 
cation is important » and most 
recommend meeting at regular, 
though different, intervals. 



1. Conduct staff development about 
special education and to inform 
teachers about the information 
that is available to them. 



Educate teachers concerning their 
nutual responsibilities for the 
Instruction of special e^iucation 
studerjts. 



Implement a computer-aided system 
for formalizing communication 
between regular and special educa- 
tion teachers like that described 
in Part Four. 

Expand opportunities at the campus 
level for communication. 



General 



1. Special education inservice is 
addressed nearly exclusively 
by the Region XIII Educational 
Service Center. 



1. Redirect inservice training to 
address special education from a 
districtwide rather than a regional 
perspective. 
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Part Six - ISSUES TO BE CONSIDERED BY THE DISTRICT 
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ISSUES TO BE CONSIDERED BY THE DISTRICT 

The following are Issues which go beyond the scope of the present evaluation 
to which the District* beginning with the Committee* needs to give more 
long-range consideration. Evaluation resources could be brought to bear in 
the future to obtain data to aid decision-making. 

I. Issue : Organizational Structure of Special Education 

A. Possible Action ; Reorganization of Staff 

B. Considerations : 

1. When communication and coordination problems arise* 
consideration should be given to whether organizational factors 
play a part. 

2. Seme other urban districts have a Department of Special 
Education* headed by a director. 

3. In the past* AISD has had a director of Special Education— 
although AISD consciously chose to reorganize the administration 
twice since without adding a director's position. 

4. In some other urban districts, the assessment personnel are part 
of special education. This Is likewise true of visiting 
teachers* nurses* and other support personnel. 

5. A unified department might reduce the kind of "what's yours, 
what's mine" type of thinking that Is a detriment to the 
Interaction between different special education-related units. 

6. The present organizational structure has strong support from 
Special Education and others who believe that the Integration of 
special education with the elementary and secondary 
Instructional components has benefitted special education 
students because It facilitates total program ownership better 
than previous organizational structures. 

7. AISD has been reorganized several times In the last few years. 
Reorganization Is stressful* time consuming* and can create 
temporary inefficiency until the adjustments are worked through. 



II. Issue : Operation of Psychological Services 

A. Possible Action : Reconfigure Psychological Services. 

B. Considerations : 

1. See #4 and #5 above. 

If Psychological Services were within Special Education organiza- 
tionally* the availability of psychological testing outside the 
bounds of special education might become even more limited than at 
present. 
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3. In the second part of Its 1986-87 special education evaluation, ORE 
will examine the type of assessment being performed In AISO. ORE 
findings should provide some direction for decision makers to 
determine the kind and level of psychological services the District 
should provide In the future. 

III. Issue : Forms Review 

A. Possible Action ; Have a central committee review all forms. 

B. Considerations ; 

1. Large organizations commonly have a procedure for reviewing the 
creation of all new forms. 

2. Common complaints about special education forms Is that they change 
too often and that the users of the forms are Insufficiently 
consulted about their development. 

3. Special education forms need to be changed to remain In compliance 
when laws and rules change. Representatives from teacher and other 
groups are usually consulted and Included on forms revision 
committees. 

4. The Information Services Committee could be used for this purpose. 
IV. Issue ; Dyslexic Students 

A. P ossible Action ; Utilize Special Education Model 

B. Considerations ; 

1. Regular education will soon encounter many of the Issues dealt with 
by special education In Identifying and providing Instruction for 
dyslexic students. 

2. Many procedural questions will need to be decided. These Include: 

How will a determination of dyslexia be made? 
Who will make the determination? 

How severe will a student's dyslexia have to be for a student to go 
Into a special class for dyslexics or to need special education? 
When will a student be considered to be functioning well enough to 
return to a regular class? 

Will parent permission be required to put a student In a special 
class? 

How will services be provided? 

3. There must be some process by which decisions arising from these 
procedui^al questions will be Implemented. 

4. The LST structure presently utilized by many campuses may be the 
appropriate forum for problem-solving and decision-making about 
dyslexic students. 
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Austin Independent School District 

Associate Superiniendent 




October 28, 1986 



TO: Principals and LST Coordinators 

PINH: Oonzalo Oarza 

8UBJBCT: Rtferrals Cor Special Education Assessment 

For the past two years I have been requesting that each campus set two goals; 
(I) to reduce the number of referrals Cor special education assessment, 
especially referrals for resource placement as learning disabled students: 
and (2) to Increase the accuracy of referrals by screening out students with 
a low possibility of qualifying for special education services. I am pleased 
to infoni you that our campuses attained both goals last year. I realize 
that thesa goals were difficult to reach and I congratulate you. 

I Ml requesting that local campuses continue to screen referrals for special 
education assessment to maintain this decreased number of referrals and 
increased probability that students^ tested will quallfv for special 
education. This will help ensure that high priority students needina 
special education assistance will be able to be assessed and to receive 
needed educational services. The continuing need for these goals derives 
from our increased student enrollment and the increasing number of special 
education re-evaluations as contrasted. with the decrease in numbers of 
support staff. 

Please note that I am not suggesting that we Ignore the needs of students 
Stth^lSitioiSl and/or behavioral problems who will not qualify Cor spwlal 
education. I am recommending that we refer for special education assessment 
only when the screening and referral information suggests there is a high 
probability that the student may be found eligible for special education 
services. The Psychological Services Jtaff members have been trained in 
differentiating students who may and may not qualify for special education 
assessment. They are eligible to discuss screening and referral decisions 
and to provide abbreviated testing to aid decision-making. The school i/)cal 
Support Team can be used for problem-solving for students with special needs 
who will not qualify for special education services. 

In addition to the goals outlined above. I am also requesting that the local 



campuses assist Psychological Services toward their goal of maximizing time 
ffldency. Campus personnel can assist by completing paperwork accurately 
.nd promptly, providing space for testing, locating students for testing, 
scheduling meetings according to whether Psychological Services staff 



members need to be Involved, and prioritizing testing as to which ^ ^ 
assessments can be deferred if necessary. It is especially important that 
your campus complete the required assessment paperwork in a timely manner. 
This will avoid the problem we encountered In^the last several years when 
the Psychological Services staff members' productivity was reduced because 
of paper. x)rk backlog. 

I appreciate your efforts to work with ui. on these issues during the past 
two school years, and I look forward to ontinued cooperation during 1986-87. 

Attachment 

cc: Dr. Freda Hoi ley 

nrs. Ruth MacAllister . 
Dr. Zoe oriCflth r;,..r. 
Mrs. Sandy Kern 

2 ' 1986 

6100 Cuadakipe AUSIin. l&XOS 7B752-44U5 5l2/45l-tt4'll 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Management Information 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



MIAT'S REQUIRED BY LAW IN THE REFERRAL PROCESS 

89.221 The Admission, Review, and Dismissal (ARD) ConMnittee . 

(d) The written assessment report must be completed within 30 school days of 
the date that the Initial referral to special education for comprehensive 
assessment was received. The ARD committee shall make Its decision 
regarding students referred for the first time within 30 calendar days 
from the date of the completion of the written assessment report. When 
this 30th day occurs during the summer, when school Is not In session, the 
ARD coninlttee shall have until the first day of classes In the fall to 
have made the written assessment, placement, and lEP decisions. 

89 . 229 Notice Requirements and Complaint Procedures , 
(a) General notice. 

(1) The Texas Education Agency will develop a written document to be used 
for notifying handicapped students or the parent or guardian of 
handicapped students of their educational rights. This document 
shall be disseminated to all school districts, regional education 
service centers, and other agencies receiving special education funds. 

(2) Agencies receiving special education funds shall provide a copy of 
the Texas Agency document for notification of rights to the parent of 
a student referred to special education for the first time for an 
individual comprehensive assessment, and to the student when 
appropriate. The document shall be provided at the time of referral. 

(3) Local education agencies shall be responsible for explaining the 
document, for providing answers to questions pertaining to the 
document, and for providing to parents updated copies of the 
document, if any. 

(4) The document shall be available in writing and on cassette tapes in 
English and Spanish, and in Braille. 



89.232 Referral for Comprehensive Assessment . 

The referral information must include efforts and strategies considered 
for the student or in which the student participated prior to referral. 
This includes compensatory education (especially critical on LD students). 

89, 232(a) Referral for Comprehensive Assessment . 



(a) Referral of students for possible special education services shall be a 
part of the district's overall regular education referral or screening 
system. 
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Attachment B 
(Continued, Page 2 of 2) 



(b) In order to refer a student for comprehensive Individual assessment, the 
following Information must be submitted In writing with the referral to 
special education: 

(1) the student^s current educational status. Including attendance records, 
grades and achievement data, student's use of the English language, and 
classroom observation; 

(2) results of the home language survey conducted In accordance with Texas 
Education Code §21.455(a)(l). If any; 

(3) documentation of previous educational efforts and strategies provided 
for the student and the results of those efforts, including 
participcition in or consideration for other special programs operated 
by the district; 

(4) documentation of recent vision and hearing screening, including 
available reports from evaluations done by vision or hearing 
specialists as follow-up to the screening; 

(5) an updated general health history Inventory or documentation from 
recent medical evaluations identifying health or medical conditions 
that may be affecting the student's current educational achievement; and 

(6) information reported or provided by parents, including the language 
spoken in the home* 

(c) The recommendation of the language proficiency assessment coninittee 
(established under Texas Education Code §21.462) shall be included in the 
data for all limited English proficient students. 

89«233 Comprehensive Individual Assessment . 

The assessment report must indicate specific modifications necessary for 
the student's progress in regular classes and in ot^nr special and 
compensatory education programs If appropriate. 

Initial assessment must contain information on the student's educational 
ability so the ARO committee can determine mastery level and grading. 

89.233 Comprehensive Individual Assessment . 

(a) The comprehensive individual assessment, including a written report, shall 
be completed within 30 school days from the date a referral is received by 
special education. 



]|"(sped) 
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THE REFERRAL PROCESS 1f>i°'H ISO 



Tliii«llnt 



ERIC 



Intftltrmlntt* 



IMttamilfiMa 



Inritltmilntlt, 



Mtttnnlnttt* 



Cm to • 




Cm h^ 
■•nflhy- 

to Ht 

•tnttirt 

vittt 




vtry 
Itnfihy 

H 

iMtrlnf 

«r 
vltitn 
•trtMinf 




Auriltltflttl/ 

•pltmalrltt/ 
•phihamtltfltl 



CD 
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AISD REFERRAL FORMS 



Form # 

PS-SE-500-85 
(3 pages, in 
quadruplicate) 



Form Name 
Student Information Sheet 



PS-SE-507-85 
(1 page. In 
triplicate) 



H-13 PP-340 
(Revised 3-81) 

H-4 5-85 



V-21 PP-340A 
(Revised 3-81) 

V-4 5-85 
PP350B 

PS-SE-510-85 
(1 page. In 
quadruplicate) 



Health History Inventory 
and Information from Home 



Report of Hearing Screening 
for Special Education Files 

Special Referral for 
Hearing Testing 

Report of Vision Screening 
for Special Education Files 

Special Referral for Vision 
Testing 

Checklist for Special 
Education A'^sessment 



Purpose 

Collect required 
Information for 
referral for 
assessment 



Required by Completed by 



Same as above 



Same as above 
Same as above 



SBOE Rule 
89.232 (a) (b) 
(c). The be- 
havior check- 
list on page 2 
Is required to 
to be put In 
the report and 
considered. 



SiOE Rule 
89.232 (b 



5-6) 



SBOE Rule 
89.232 (b)(4) 

Same as above 



Same as above Same as above 



Same as above Same as above 



Document comple- 
tion of referral 
packet; Indicate 
areas to be assessed 



Teacher or 
counselor 



Teacher 

(sometimes 

nurse, 

counselor, 

vlsltlna 

teacher] 

Testing 
Technician 

Hearing Testinq 
Technician 

Testing 
Technician 

Vision Testing 
Technician 

LST Coordin- 
ator 
(usually 
counselor) 



COMPLETED BEFORE REFERRAL FOR ASSESSMENT 



PS-SE-800-84 
(1 page. In 
triplicate) 



PS-101'85 



Notice and Consent for 
Initial Individual Assess- 
ment 



Addendum to Comprehensive 
Individual Assessment 
Report: Learning 
Disabilities 



Parent's consent SBOE Rule 
for special 89.222(c) 
education testing 



Certify LD 



SBOE Rules 



LST Coordinator 
or designee 
(usuall V 
teacher] 

Regular teacher 
special educa- 
tion teacher, 
LD observer. 
Psychological 
Services staff 
members 
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Fonn # 
SE-845-85 

SE-846-85 

SS-EE- -82 
SE-810-83 



SE-600-85 
SE-9SS-83 



SE-910-85 



SE-605-85 



Form Name 

Comprehensive Individual 
Assessment Eligibility 

Comprehensive Individual 
Assessment Eligibility 
Report: Other Health 
Impaired 

Behavior Description 
Checklist, Form N 



Purpose 
Certify OH 

Certify OHl 



ED Checklist 



Required by Completed by 



Classroom Observation Form Document LD 



Special Education: 
Parent and Student Rights 
(handbook) 



Notice of an ARD Committee 
Meeting 

Record of Communication with 
Parent/Community Agency 



Consent to Release/ Request 
Records 



Admission, Review, and 
Dismissal (ARD) Coimlttee 
Report 



Inform parent of 
legal rights 



Parent notified 
of ARD Meeting 

Document record- 
ing any communi- 
cation with the 
parent and the 
community 



SBOE Rule 
S9.211(b)(l) 

SBOE Rule 
89.211(b)(2) 



Not required 



SBOE Rule 
89.234(d)(3) 



SBOE Rule 
89.229 (1-4) 



SBOE Rule 
89.229 (b) (1) 

SBOE Rule 
89.229 
(a 1-4) 



Parent's consent SBOE Rule 
to release/request 
records 



Document ARD 
decisions 



SBOE Rule 
89.221(b)(c) 



Licensed 
physician 

Licensed 
physician 



Teacher or 
Psychological 
Services staff 

Special educa- 
tion teacher, 
counselor, 
principal 

Transmitted to 
parent—Parent 
signs for 
receipt 

ARD Coordinator 
or designee 

LST Coordinator 
or designee 



ARD Coordinator 
or special 
education 
teacher 

Special educa- 
tion teacher, 
sometimes 
assisted by 
special educa- 
tion supervisor 



XX « The year In which was form w^ developed; e.g., 85 » 1985 
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•TUOKNT INPORMATION 8MKKT 
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86.23 
of StudtnV. 



Ust 



Sghool 
Partflt/ 



Gradt 



DOB 



101 



Class 



Santstir Units. 



Ho«t Addrtss. 
Work Addrtss 



Phont 



U REASONS FOR REFEMAL: 

1) Sptclf^cally dMcrlbt how tlia studtnt ptrfonn In class on acadMic tasks or dtvtlopMnUl skills. 



2) Dtscrlte th« studant's classrooa MMvlors. 



11. CURRENT EDUCATIONAL STATUS: 

1) Hoait langutgt Survey rtsults: 
LEP SUtus: A B C_ 



Langingt aost ofttn spoktn by fanlly tn tht studtnt's hoM:. 
0 E Unguagt MSt ofttn spoken by tlit studtnt:. 



2) For tich arta coaplttt instructional Itvtl aijd clrclt E (English) and/or S (Spanish) for languagt in which instruction 
is prtsanttd. 



Instructional Itvtl: 



3) Atttndanct: 



Oral Exprtsslon 
Uritttn Exprtsslon 
Basic Rtading Skill 
Sptlling 

_^days abstnt of > 



Clrclt 

. (E/S) 
. iE/S) 



Listtning Coaprehtnslon 
Reading Coaprthtnslon 

NathtMtlcs Calculation 
NathtMtlcs Rtasoning 



Clrclt 

(E/S) 
(E/S) 
(E/S) 
(E/S) 



Usual reasons for abstnct: 



4) Attach rtcords of gradts/progrtss rtports and othtr approprlatt data (work sanplts In arta of wtakntssts and rtcord of 
disclplint). 

5) Particlpatts in P.E. Yts No Coeitnt: 

6) Idtntify studtnt'l strtngths;_ . 



III. TESTING INFORMATION (Affix label whtn avallabit): 



TEAMS ObJ. Haittred 



Oact 
Yts No 

Reading 

Math 

Writing Sample 

Handwriting 

Mlnlmuai Competency (Sec. Only) 
Readi ng — 

Math 

Writing 



TAP 

3ate %ne 

Reading Comorenension 
Mathematics 
Written ixoresslon 
Using Sources of Info. 

Social Studies 

Science 



6.E 



Metropolitan Readiness Tests 



Audi tory 

Visual 

Language 

Pre-Rtading Composite 
Quantitative 



TJatT 



ITBS Scores 



Date 



:i1e G.E. 



ps-s£oco-as 

white: Referral -oloer ('or 5oec:ai EaucJt^on) 

rellOM: Psychological Services 

P<n«: Parent 

3o1a: Visum; teicner 



(K) Language 
Listening 
Math 

n-2) Word Analysis . 
Vocabulary 
Reading Como. 
Reading TOTAL 
Soell/Ung TOTAL^ 
Math Conceots 
Proolem Solving 
Math ConH)utatlon'' 
Math TOTAL 



ERLC 
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ifBS Scores 



Date 



Vocabulary 
Reading Comp. 
Reading Total 
Visual Materials 
Reference Materials]] 
Work-Study ToUl . 
Spel 1 1 ng 
Capitalization 
Punctuation * 
Usage I 
Language Total 
Math Concepts 
Math Problems 
Math Computation 
Math Total I 



XI le G.E. 



PAL Scores 

English 

OTHER TESTS Date 



Uate 
Spanish 



Results 



86.23 

Studtnt Nmw: 



101 
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(Continued, page^4 of 31) 



IV. ICNAVIOR OESatXPTORS: 



IS?^t5K1Sl^iiS^to^h^1^^ ^ which tich dtscrlptlon Is chiracttrlstlc of this studtnt. Alja. sur «ny 



I • • L I KB TH I a STUOBNT 
a*-SOllBTIIIBS LI KB THIS STUDKflT 
I ••MOT LI KB THIS STUOBNT 
0K^*00 NOT KNOW 



OVBRALL ATTITUOB 

_ Posltlvt 

Cooparitlvt 
_^ Unlnvolvad 
Rtbtlllous 

ATTBHOANCB 

_ Rtgulirly atttnds school 
Tarty to class 



AJVPSAMANCB 

Htll-gpooaiad 

_ Avtragt 

RBSMNSB TO TBACHBR 

Saoks attantlon posUlvaly 
_ Raquasts halp If naadad 

Saaks attantlon nagatlvaly 

.^Withdraws fron taachar 
Raslsts authority 

MBSPONSB TO STUOBNTS 

_ Ralatas approprfataly 

_ Katps friands 

_ Is a laadar 

_ Is a follOMar 

_ Withdraws fro« Intaractlon 

Antagonlsas 
Fights 

V. CURRICULUM 08JEaiVES (Basic Essantlal 
Contant araa/suhjact: 



DISeiPLINB 

_ Salf-control 
^_ Dapandabia 

Knows right from wrong 

Impul^civa 

_ Can't antlclpata consaquancas 
of actions 

ACTIVITY LBVBL 

Approprlata 

High 

_ lathargic 

SBLF* IMAOB 

Salf-conf4dant 

_ Accapts salf 

low salf-loage 

Ovarsanslt^va to crlticlSBi 

SCHOOL WORK 

_ Morks Indapandently 

Brings matarlals to class 

Partlcipatas In discussions 

_ Organized 

Concantratas wall 

_ Oaydraams 
_ Easily confusad 



Elasiaiits) In Araas of Concam: 



OTHBR CHAItACTBIIISTlCS 

^ Friandly 

Happy 

_ Sanaa of hunor 
Kind/consldarata 

Assartlva 
_ Enthusiastic 
Imaglnatlva 

Honast 

Flaxlbla 

Rasponslbit 

Shy 

NanlpMlatlvt 

Angry 

_ Oaprassad 

Anxious 
Sal f-cHt leal 



MASTERY 
ACH. NOT ACM, 



Rataach affort and conclusion: 



Contant araa/subjact: 



MASTERY 
ACH, MOT ACH, 



Rataach affort «nd conclusion: 



Contant araa/subJact: 



MASTERY 
ACH. ^NQT ACH. 



Rataach affort «nd conclusion: 



PS-SE-S00*8S 
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(Continued, page 5 of 31) 

Stiidtnt II«m:_ I0# , Mtft 

VI. COUCATIOML CFFOlin AND RESULTS: 

Efforts (and OaUs) Results 
CurHoiluM M41f1cAt<ons: - 



'Instructional ttraUgfos: 



Miovlor Mdfflcatfon; 



SchoAiU cliangot 

Support sor^lcad); _ 

(Sptciry progran) 

OtJitr: : 

I5ptcify progna; 

Fartnt contacts ragardlng problaa arta:. 



m. NOOIFICATIONS: 

Pitast Intflcato bolow tht sptclfic andlflcatlons of Instructional content, setting, nothods, or naterlals which you think 
my bo rtqulrod by tht student to achltve and MinUIn satisfactory progress. 



mU OTHER INFORmilON: 

Provide any other rolevant InfotMtlon below. 



FOR UNITE COPY ONLY AFTER REFERRAL TO SPECIAL EDUCATION 

The special tducatlon teacher, as a meaiber of the assessmtnt team, has completed the following (at least one Is 
requlrtd): 

Check one: review of rtferral Information observation 

c onference with teacher o ther 
^student Interview 



Comments: 



Special Education Teacher Signature Oate 
PS-SE«S00«8S Page 3 
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(Continued, page 6 of . 31) 

ADSTIN IHDEPEHDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
HMlth HlflCory lavatory and loforDatloa From Hom 

Studttt HMmm: ^ID NO. ^School 

I« HEiLZH HISZQB?: 

Yes No !• Doss ths student hAve any health or medical conditions that may be 
r~1 affsctlng educational achlevejwnt? 



If yesy dsscxlbe 



2. Medlcatlon(a) taken regularly: 

Ms— RmMmtm 



Ma— R eason 
3. Last visit to physician: 



Dr. Date 



If result of visit would bs pertinent to educational planning » 
secure parent signature on Consent to Release/Request Student 
Record(s), Foa SE-410-64. 

4. Secure and attach copies of prior medical data In student *s folder 
or fro^ physicians. 

II. INFORMmON FROM FiRENT ABOUT THE HOME: 

1. Describe any unusual family circumstances; 



2. Describe traumas student has experienced: 



Date: 




PS«SE-*507-8S Signature of School Person Recording Information 

White Copy: Special Education 
Yal.ow Copy: Psychological Services 
?in/c wopy: Visiting Teachers 

80 
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Austin independent School District - Vision unci i'oariiii: lc;.Liiir. i'ioj;iam 
REPORT OF liEARIKG SCREENING FOR SPECIAL EDUCATIO!: FILES 



Name 



School 



Grade 



Classroom Teacher 



Return to Referral/ARD Committee Coordinator,^ 
Reason for referral 



(Name) 



Frequency (cps) 
Right Ear: 
Left Ear: 

Pass 

Comments: 



TEST RESULTS 

Hearing Ttireshold Level in Decibels 
250 500 1000 2000 AOOQ 



6000 



Medical Refer 



Test date 



Testing Technician^ 



* Parent (s) notified that student should be examined by an ear specialist. 
11-13 PP-340 Revised 3-81 
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Present School 



Previous School 



Vision and Hearing Screening Program 
F. R. Rice School 
2406 Rosewood Ave. 

469-02b7 (Continued, page 8 of 31) 



Attachment D 



Date 



SPECIAL REFERRAL FOR HEARING TESTING 



Student's Name (Laat Name First) 



Birthaate 



Grade 



Name of Parent or Guardian 



Person Kaking Referral 



Address and Zip Code 



Telephone 
(Vary Important 



Name of Teacher 
(Elementary Students) 



Name of Counselor 

^Secondary Students) 



Note: Please circle rea8on(s) for referral 



3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
IK 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 



Student new to AISD. 

Student referred by Specxal Education Referral Committee or 

ARD Committee (H-13 form must be completed by Sp. Ed. Coordinator 

and attached to dassroll). 

Turns head, strains, or leans forward to hear. 
Complains of inability to hear. 
Complains of buzzing or unusual sounds* 

Usually attentive child who frequently asks for repetition of verbal instructions. 

Seems to observe what others do when some direction has been given. 

Watches the lip movements of the speaker in order to understand better. 

Has draining ears, earache. 

Breathes through mouth or has frequent colds. 

Unusual voice quality. 

Inattention tr environmental sounds* 

Continued listlessness. 

Sudden hearing loss following an illness (measles, mumps, scarlet fever, sore throat, etc.) 
Parent (s) request. 



RECORD TEST RESULTS ON HEALTH CARD IN CUMULATIVE FOLDERS 

TEST RESULTS 

Right Ear: Pass Fail* Comments :^ 

Left Ear: Pass Fail* 



*Parent(s) notified that student should be examined by an ear specialist. 



Date of Test 
H-4 5-85 



Hearing Testing Technician 
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(Continued, page 9 of 31) 



Austin Independent School District - Vision and Hearing Testing Program 
REPORT OF VISION SCREENING FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION FILES 



Name . School. 

Crad e Classroom Teacher 

Roturn to Referral/ARD Committee Coordinator, 

Reason for referral 



(name) 



TEST RESULTS 

Right eye: Pass Fail * 
Left eye: Pass Fall * 



Tested: With glasses Without glasses. 

Comments : \ 



Date tested: Testing Techrtician:^ , 

* Parent (s) notified that this student should be examined by an eye specialist. 
V-21 pp 340A Revised 3*81 



o So 

ERIC 83 
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(Continued • page 10 of 31) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Vision and Hearing Screaning Program 

F..R. Rica Secondary 
469-0257 



Preaent School 



Date 



Pravioua School 



SPECIAL REFERRAL FOR VISION TESTING 



Student 'a Nana (Laat Name First) 



Birthdate 



Graae 



Mama of Parent or Guardian 



Peraon Making Referral 



Addreaa and Zip Code 



Name of Teacher 
(Elementary Students) 



Telephone 
(Very I^rtant) 

Name of Counaelor 
(Secondary Studenta) 



Nate: Pleaae circle reaaon(s) for referral 



1. 
2. 



3. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 



Student new to AISD 

Student referred by Special Education 

Referral Coorndtt^e or ARD Counittee 

(V-21 form muat be completed by 

Special Education Coordinator and 

attached to claoaroll) 

Blinka exceaaively 

Cloaea one eye when reading 

Assumea unuaual facial expression 

when reading 

Tilt a head when reading 

Squinta 

Haa difficulty reading from buc^rd 
Blurred viaion 



10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16.' 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 



Holds book too close 
Holds book too far away 
Double viaion 

Complaina of smarting or burning eyea 
Rubs eyea frequently 

Tends to lose place on page when reading 
Crossed eyes 



Watery eyea 
Reddened eyes 
Red-rimmed eyelids 
Frequent styes 
Crusts on edges of eyelids 
Parent request 



(Without other physical 
symptoms of colda» 
allergieat etc.) 



RECORD TEST RESULTS ON HEALTH CARD IN CUMULATIVE FOLDER 

TEST RESULTS 



Paaa 
Paaa 



Fail* 
Fail* 



Right Eye: 
Left Eye: 
Tea ted: 

*Farent notified that this student should be examined by an eye specialist. 
Comments: 



With glasses^ 



Without glasses 



Date of Test 

V-4 5-85 
Q PP350B 



Vision Testing Technician 



84 
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Ausnv 4S -som school DtsntCT 

Chtcklltc for $t»«GUl Education MtttsMiiC 



Attachment D 
{Contjt,5t«5l^^jft8&Jl of 

Tlir«fTt«r IU«vtlii«tioa 
__Tt»por*rr yUcMwnt 



DOl 



U IMITIAL KEfOtBAL 

S ty^ant XttfoCMtlcin Shoot 
» — Icli iiscorr lafoacory 
U foraacloa f roa ioao 
i otlco and Cou«ac for AaootMoac 
__fMQi9tft of Vortact tighco Handbook (p. 19) 



School 



Jtoarint and Vision 

tf hoaring tcrotning fallod: 
A udloloilcal roporc 
O coloilcal roporc 

If vialon tcroonlng foilodi 
H oporc by opcoaacrlac 



LST CoQrdiAator 

II. AIEAS or PQgSIlLg ELIGHILITT TO Bl ASSESSED 

L aa min t Dlaablad 
o ral aspraaaion 
l iataniag ooaprahanaloa 
jrrltMi tspraaalon 

raadlag akUls _ 
"raadlag eoaprahaaaloa ^_ 
juch eaJteulaclon 
mth raaaonim 
*tpaUias 



Paycholotlcal Sanrlcaa Staff Haabar or~ 
Spaacb Fachologloc for SH Sanrlcaa only 



Data Kaaalvad 



^Spaach Haadlcappac 
OrthopadlcalXy Handlcappad 
"othar Haalch Iipalrad 
JUidlcorlally Haadlcappad 
JTlaually Randlcappad 
Jfancally Racardad 
"Eaoclonaily Olaturbad 



_Auclsclc 
JPragnaot 

JIulclply Haadlcappad 
"Daaf-Bliad 



IZZ* rot BEEVALUATIOH e procaduraa to b« coaplacad prior co iniclacion of aasaaaaanc 
(0«ca) 

Hodea ot Aaaaaaaaat 



^Spaciflc Noelca of caatlag daca* 
u raquaacad by paraae 



H aarlnt and Vlaloa Scraanlnt (If raquaacad by ABD) 
If haarlag scraaalng fallad: 
A ttdlologlcal raporc 
O colonlcal raporc 
If vision scraanlnt fallad: 

R aport by ophchalaologlsc or opcoaacrlac 

IV. mMPa^gMstVE INDIVIDUAL ASSESSMENT (REQUIBED for IMITIAL and THBEE-YEAB REEVALUATIONS)— axcapc for 
scudaaca rafarrad for conaldaracloa aa pragnaac. hoaaboundt or hosplcallsad. 



Aran of Aaaaaaaaac 

L aaauata Doainaaca 

L antuata 

F hyalcal 

E aocloaal/Bahayloral 

S ocloloKlcai 

l acallaccuaJl 

F arforaaaca Lavaia/ 
Coapacoaclaa 

L P Obaarvadoaa 

Baiacad Sarvlca (apaclfy) 



AaaaaaiMC Taaa Haabara Basponslbla 



Poalclon(s) 



Daca Dua 



Coaprabaaalva Aaaaaaaaac Baporc Dua 



Xocai 1. Hora chaa ona caaa aaabar aay ba aaalgnad Co aaaaaa an acaa. 

2. AH/VH raporcs dua vicl-'n 10 achool daya. Raporca, ochar Chan Psychological Sanrlcaa, dua wlchla 
20 achool days. Coaprahanalva AaaaaaaanC Raporc dua wlchln 30 school days. 

3. Vocaclonal Sducaclon Aasassaanc Is addrassad in a saparaca raporc. whan spproprlaca. 

PS-SE-510^S 

Uhlca Copyt Spaclal Educaclon 

Tallow Copyt Psychological Sarvlcas 

Pink Copy: LST/ABD Cocrilnacor 

Cold Copy: Vlsldng Taachar 
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AUSTIN I.NDtPENUtNT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment D 
86.23 intinued, page 12 of 31) 

Notice and Consent .or Initial Individual Assessment 



Student Name_, Birthdate ID# 

Last First (legal) ITI 

School Grade P arent's Primary Language 

Parent or 

Guardi an Address ^Phone ( s ) 

You have been Informed of the school's concern for your child's educational progress 
and the need to gather more Information about him/her. /sur child is being referred 
by the school for a comprehensive Individual assessment. The 'attached Student Infor- 
mation Sheet lists reasons for the referral and gives the results of previous strat- 
egies vfhich have been used to help your child. The assessment will help school per- 
sonnel understand your child's educational needs and determine if your child may need 
special education services. 

Your child will be tested In a one-to-one situation by qualified personnel such as 
psychological services staff members and special education teachers. The Individual 
assessment Is described on the back of this page. The results will be discussed with 
you and used to plan your child's educational program. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me. Otherwise, please sign this 
form and return the white and ye11cA« copies to me as soon as possible. Keep the pink 
copy for your records. Thank you. 



signature) (Position) 



name: (Please print or type) (Address) (Phone) 



By signing oelow I am Indicating that: 

. I received the PARENT AND STUDENT RljSHTS TO A SPECIAL EDUCATION handbook and 
understand tne rights described In the handbook, including: 

. Not.ce (pp. 3,5,7,15) . Least restrictive environment (p. 11) 

. Consent (pp. 3,a,13) . Confidentiality of information (p.14-15) 

. Hearings (pp. ;^5,6,8,16-18) . Participation in Admission, Review and 
. Protection in evaluation Dismissal (ARD) Committee decisions 

procedures (pp. 5-6 ) (pp. 7-8) 

• I understand and oive iqy consent for the proposed assessment. I understand 
that my consent for the assessment is voluntary and. may be revoked at any 
time before the school has begun assessment. School personnel may test niy 
child immediately as soon as they receive this form unless I indicate in 
writing that i want school personnel to wait five days before beginning the 
assessment. 



Signauire or Harent/Guardi an/Adult Student 5iti ' 

PS-SE-800-84 

White Copy: Special Education Yellow Copy: Psychological Services Pink Copy: Parent 

86 S3 
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Consent for Initial Individual Assessment 



Attachment D 

(Continued, page 13 of 31) 



Information for Parent 



The Individual assessment- may Include formal and Informal tests In the following areas: 

—LANGUAGE/COMMUNICATION: Language dominance and comiminl cation skills may be 
assessed through tests such as the Bilingual Syntax Measure and the Peabody 
Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised. 

—PHYSICAL: Medical reports, tests, and rating scales may be used to obtain 
Information about health, motor coordination, and visual/motor skills. 
Assessment techniques may Include a physical examination by a school nurse 
or doctor. 

—EMOTIONAL/BEHAVIORAL: Social and emotional adjustment mey be assessed 
through observations by teacher and parent, reports of huiftt ^Md classroom 
behavior, rating scales, student Interview, and projective techniques as 
needed. Measures such as the structured AISO Sentence Completion Test 
may be used. 

— SOCIOLOGiCAL: ^ Visiting Teacher may contact you for an appointment to 
Interview you for Information about your child's social and developmental 
history. 

— IHTEaECTUAL/ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR: Your child's development In verbal abil- 
ities, and/or non-verbal abilities and social behavior may be assessed by 
tests such as the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (UISC-R). 

— EOUCATIONAL/ACAOEMIC: Samples of classroom work, classroom observations, 
and Individual achievement tests such as the WoodcockrJohnson Psycho- 
educational Battery may be used. Pre-academlc skills may be assessed by 
readiness tests such as the School Readiness Survey. 

—LEARNING COMPETENCIES: Specific Information about your child's strengths 
and weaknesses will be obtained. Information will be gathered from your 
child's teachers and from criterion/curriculum referenced tests such as the 
Brigance Comprehensive Inventory of Basi: Skills. 

Other assessments arc conducted as determined necessary In such areas as speech 
and language, occupational therapy, physical therapy, vocational education, and 
adaptive physical education. If a student Is eligible for special education 
services, the district will conduct a comprehensive Individual assessment at 
least once every three years. Informal assessments will be conducted on an 
ongoing basis as needed. 



For School Use 

Interpreter used to translate this notice? Yes No 

(If yes, signature of Interpreter) 



(Signature) Date 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

ADDENDDM TO COMPREHENSIVE INDIVIDUAL ASSESSMENT REPORT; LEARNING DISABILITIES 



TO: P rincipal FROM: 

^ARD Coordinator Psychological Services 

Staff Member 

Please circulate this Addendum and the enclosed report to the people listed below: 
Regular Teache r 

Special Education Teacher 



LD Observer 



Each perpon needs to read the report, sign this Addendum, check "concur" or"dissent'\ 
and fill in the date. After the report and this Addendum have been circulattj^dy they 
should be returned to you. If there is disagreement, please notify me to see if an 
assessment team meeting will be required before the ARD. The ARD meeting should b^ 
scheduled after all the signatures are obtained. At the ARD you will place Copy 1 of 
this Addendum in the Special Education folder and give me Copy 2 for my records. 



I certify that I have read the Individual Assessment Report on 

. (Student Name) (DOB) 

(ID No.) l"certify that the report reflects 
my conclusion regarding this student's eligibility as a learning disabled student. 



Signatures of Required Assessment Team Members 
Name Concur Dissent* Date 

Psychological Services Staff Member 

Regular Education Teacher 

Special Education Teacher 

LD Observer (if observer is not 
already included in Assessment Team) 

* Submit written statement of conclusions below or on separate page 

Copy 1 Special Education folder 
Copy 2 - Psychological Services Office 



PS-101-85 




* DATE OF REPORT: 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SpeciaJL Education 



I I Initial Assessment 

I I Reevaluation 

I I Special Request by 
ARD Commie tee 



COMPREHENSIVE INDIVIDUAL ASSESSMENT 
Eligibility Report: ORTHOPEDICALLY HANDICAPPED 



Student 



Date of Birth 



Date 



IDiS^ 



School 



PROFESSIONAL EVALUATOR: Licensed Physician 

*Based on my examination, the above named student has a severe 
YES NO orthopedic impairment which adversely affects educational 

performance. 

*Type of impairment (i.e., diagnosis): 



*Severity of impairment (e.g., mild, moderate, severe): 



*Functional implications of the impairment for the educational 
process (e.g., modifications needed in the instructional 
program, facilities, or equipment^ . 



SIGNATURE OF LICENSED PHYSICIAN 



NAME (please print) 



ADDRESS 



TELEPHONE NUMBER 



ERXC45-85 



89 86 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Special Educacion 



COMPREHENSIVE INDIVIDUAL ASSESSMENT 
Eligibility Report: OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED 



□ Initial Assessmend 

I I Reevaluaclon 

I I Special Request by 
ARD Committee 



Student 



Date of Birth 



ID// 



Date 



School 



PROFESSIONAL EVALUATOR: Licensed Physician 



□ □ 

YES NO 



JitaUtv or^?!i;n. ^"""^ '° '^^^^ ^^^^'^^ strength. 

! i ^'^ alertness, due to chronic or acute health problems, such 

•^L^lo tuberculosis, rheumatic fever, nephritis, asthma. 

dJnhiL hemophilia, epilepsy, lead poisoning, leukemia, 

diabetes, or pregnancy complications, which adversely affects the 
student's educational performance. 

*Type of impairment (i.e.. diagnosis): 



*SevGrity of impairment (e.g., mild, moderate, severe) 



*Functional implications of the impaiment for the educational 
process (e.g., precautions regarding student's mobility, activity 
cognitive ability; need for rest periods and special equipment- 
effects or any medication; need for medical updates): 



*SICNATURE OF LICENSED PHYSICI/\N 



NAME (Please print) 



ADDRESS 



TELEPHONE NUMBER 



Qr~-846-85 

ERJC 



90 * 
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^uii iMUtPtHUW. ,umL DISTRICT (Continued, page 17 of 31) 
BclMvlor OtscHptlon Ch«ek11st, Fona N 



of StudMi. 



008 



POSltlOM, 

iMstii of Urn Vm Him Koom Stiitait 



Jdwol 



SSST^tMi I??-Jff.'5^*!!I." " eowW* "wy <liff«r«it typos of d«u to dotonrtno 

222" Ti!2'?2fi^.'??..****T*" ?■ ^ oteor-itloiis of this stiioont 1o tho sdiool sot- 

S!!f'jJ!!*>!*51y!-!:'?;*!y-jy r P'^« m1«mI oqIoIom otaonr«t<ons alMMt this ttiidoot. PIomo 
noi «• to Odd ooy addltioMl loforattloo aOoMt tMs studoot mMcIi tm fool «d11 bo holpful to tbo 



I. AeodOB<e Porforauco 



i 

S 



boloM dMowtratod oMIIty lovol 1« ooo aeodate ana . 
NrfOTM bolOM dmstritod aMIIty lovol la all aeidMle aroas. 

fwfarm boloH daaontrotod ability doHog soot mik 

Nrftww boloM danastntod alillltv duHog m lostrwtioo • • 

U distroctod fra Hork by daydroairtof aod faotislxlot 

CooAtfod tMoklng intorforos witli acadoirie Hork 

Ooos not apply wtiat s/bo has loamod to now situations 

Short attoRtloM span 



i_J 



JUL 



i 



II. InttNTptrsoMl RtUtlQnsmps 
Hunt 

um not Inltiau rvUtlomlilps with 
MOW not rtspond to fHomily ovorturas fn» potn. 

U touod or Hdlcttlod bf poors 

THos to got otftOTf Into troublo 

WltMrm frm group aetlvltlos 

Ooos not hovo fHonds 

Mllost potest toHMittt or toasos poors 

Tsttlos on eUssMtos. . c ^ 

Coostiotly sooks ottootloo from elassMtos . . . . 



Is doflMt ^ 

Ooos not rtspond to fHondly ovorturos frm toscliors 

tajocts toodior spprovol 

flints to sdults 
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Mf k g 

I - i 



SpMks dlsmffictfully to thm Utditr 

Is not nspooslvo or friondly to to«dior la class* 
CoRStaotly sooks toociwr attootlon 



i_J 



5w - 
• • • 

ill 



s of otiiors 



CoBpUIn staot tlw uofalr 
Mills buck tnKM 
Argoos mi wmt tmm tto list 

Is not comltfortto of ottmrs 

Oooo not assort solf In social sltuattc 
Intnrrvots/41stracts otnors 



HI. Mmvlor/FooHngs 

Is oaslly angorod 

Is pHyslcolly aggrtsslvo 

Olsplayt unoontrolloi —tlunsl ontOMts. • . 

Tolls |1os 

Oioott 

Displays rapid nooO sMfts ; 

Tolls m&99tnu4 or bizarro storlos 

OaydriBHS In class. 

Sraos iOout antisocial bohsvlor 

Stools tilings frai ottior dilldron 

Oooo not folloM class rolos 

Rocltt tacfc and fdrtli 

Rapoats Idoas or actlvltlos o¥or and ovor. . . 

aivos Irrtlovant ansnors 

Talks to solf at Inapproprlato tlaos 

Laogks Inapproprlatoly 

Da m tra tos Inapproprlato fadal oxproulons. 

Hoards oPJoets 

Ooos not taU caro of possosslons 

Eats Inodlblos 

In class 

ivonrvorso for urong doings 

Oooo not SIMM solf control 

Approo d i os now situations iHth *t can^t* . . . 
Intorruots nkon tho taaclior Is talking . . . 
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5 ^ SS 

Is ovtrictlvt, rtstltss, uid sMfts positions 

Apolo9Uts rtpMtadly for Ma/h«rso)f 

ShOHS fMllngs 1nappropH«tt)y ' ' I 

IV. fiiooril Hood I [ I 

Exorossot concom sftout boing lonoly, unHappy 

Is lothirglc* iwo-ros^oMlvo* llstltss 

Is not 45to to MCtot prolso 

Criot mlly 

Ntkos dm^xan statMots itatt solf - 

Is ovofly siRsltlvo to eritlclsa I 

CoMOwri tHat fioboiy llkot Hla/lior 

IHsoUys 0 sotf oood* • • • » 

CflopUms of «1ylHB0Hi» bai droHO *. • • 

CoopUlot s/ho mmr 90tt i foir sluro of things 

81M0S Ma/horsolf If tilings 90 - 

Soon to MtlcoM pMRlsHnnt , I I 

V. Physical Syaptoas/Foars 

Is sOsont 00 days of strtss (tasts* oral roports* ttc.) -. 

Is :aarfUl 

Uck% solf confldonca 

Is ovorly' afraid of gotting Injtirod — 

Is afraid of gotting dirty — 

Displays tics or otlnr Mnnorlsas 

Aopoars tanse. . I | 

Grinds taatli I 

ClMNS/sucks fingvs — 

Exprtstos concom that scaathlng torrlhia i«111 happon -| 1 | [ 

Styttors, staanrs or blocks on uylng words ^ | 

Coaplalns about fdoHng sick j 

Gats anxious about knouing tho "Hght** ansuors | I I * 

Plaasa sdd iny othor fniints on tho back of this fons to daserlbo this stuaant. 
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IUm tC Sctt48ilC ■' ' 



M « Fosicion 



mt It osstitmiot t!f trcjiAK cuss • 



Octcri^c iMcnictloMl slcttacioa m4 tcu^tnc't kthavitr as co«para4 co aaaaoacaa. Uelu4a a ntMim ••c^fT 
•I tfCiiU katoav&ora an4 av«U avkjacc&va juafcMQCai 



fj^jct tit recrsCT oaspmTorc < ajua or srs?gcm tSAxni nc oimtrr^r/ • 



• CMCiiwc M ha» pafta as aacassary. Saa ebsafvaclaa suUaimas for iufgastions as tp how co 4ascma 
%h9 ftiasa»oor. siCttatioa aii4 cba scu4aac's kahairiof. 
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a«Mrt«tt OkMrraclM Ton 



MT Xt OSSmATIOy XIST^AX CUSS t The fur9«t« •t chit okMnracloa It to provide ia£ors«c too abouc eht tcudtac* 
atAAvMr •ur:at « r«ful«r Itttoo U oiclitr a Un« or ssall (roup t«ccia«. Os Mcii cvt«rvacloa« coc»ar« cli« 
tKti4Mc't bcMvlor vith cl«tt«ac«t* Thlt Ufomc&oci vlll b« iaparcuc c« aa u€««rtc«a4&fit of clit obttr- 

^ CUttroa a lurtroMtm, Obttm aad r«e«r4 tttcli chlaft asf 

• typ9 §m4 imtmi of aaitt tttcuif 

• XiShciAt M4 ctwtracurt latcruecloMl uccrlals 

• MraiiaaU Ity 9t taaet • porcabic, rcralar or open elottrooM 

• oCAor ociattli co vmicli tcuoonc aor accoad • pvpU/coacbor raclo 

totCT^cc lotial tlcwciow a«d tcwdo^^t bohtvlor , Obttcvo «ad rtcord tueh chiaft at: 

!• lof laalag af loatoa 

• toociaf arraafoaaac aad tcudanc't proaiaicj ca ctacbar 

• aalaa aad accivicy laval al iravp 

• tcadoac aad graaa ratpaaaa ca coacMr't ""raady ca accaad** cutt 

• tt«4aac MCaracctaaa 



2* Oiraeclaaa .aad aaaifaaaaca 

• CTPa of aatlgnaaac aad tca4oac rotaoaao rt^lrod 

• tcadoac'a ratfoaaa co coacaor'a oral dlraeciena aad vrlccoa dlroecieaa 

• tcu4aac'a roayaata ca coaehar't naval oidt ar cufa (i.a., dlasraaa, eharct. plecuroa. ovarhoada, %%Mtuf. 
facial axprtaalaa, acbar body laacuafo) 

• tMaac lacaraeciaaa 

)• Scadaac work aad/or Mrciclpadoa la fraup lottaa 

• tcudoac't otfoa&sac&oa aad ata af aacorialt 

• tcudoac looKt CO ocaar tcaaaaca for lafovBactaa abouc latcrueciont or for aatvara 

• tcacaac aaaa coacftar far elarlilcacioa; ochar rotaootat co caaeaar 

• tcudoac caacoacracoaa or dUcxaeciaa waiXa vorkiaf (daterlba tourea of lasarrupcioa aad aoca by talf or 
ochor fourca) 

• catic coaalaciaa 

• tcudaac iacaracclaaa 



4* traatlcioa ciao 

• tcudoac 't ratfaata ca caaehar't dlroeciona rofardlas craatlcloa 

• aalta aad aeclvlcy lavol al frouy 

• tcuaoac bahavior la bow aeclvlcy 

• tcudoac boaaviar duriac craatlcioaa 

• tcudaac uicaraecroaa 



rm Hi OlSt^VArZOS nt MX at irffgCrP SI SABltirr , Tha aanoto of cnit pare of ctia obtarvacioa It ca raeard cba 
tcuaaac t oaaavtor m aa araa waara a&tiaar adb&avoaaac la latsu« bahiad laamtaf pocaaclal. Plaa ca 
abtanra cba tcudaac U Cha araa(a) af tpaeiile difficulcy idaaclflad by cba Attattaaac Taaa Coordiaacor. 

Tha aktarraciOB lutdallaat far aaeh araa caacaln a luc of tcudoac ebaraecaruclet aad aa oaej.oaal chook- 
litc. tha ebaraecaruclet wara ehotan ca diroce eho * ^torvor't accaacioa ca raiavaac bonaviara; chay ora 
aac aacaatarlly "tyapcoaa" af a laanua( dlaabilicr. 
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RECEIPT FOR RIGHTS BOOKLET 

NAME OF STUDENT 

DATE OF BIRTH SCHOOL 

This is to verify that I have received a copy of Special Education: 
Parent and Student Rights, 1986 which informs me of my rights throughout 
the child-centered educational process for handicapped students. These 
rights have been explained to me by 

» _ 

name position 

on 

date 

I understand that my rights include the right to receive: 

(1) this and all other written notices in the language I understand (primary 
language) or, if needed, a translation of such orally, in sign language 
or in braille as appropriate, and 

(2) answers from school personnel to additional questions I may have. 

FOR STUDENTS WITH SUSPECTED/IDENTIFIED VISION OR HEARING PROBLEMS ONLY 

This is to verify that I have received a copy of: 

Information about, the Texas School for the Deaf 

Information about the Texas School for the Blind 

This information is provided so that I can be aware of services 
available to my child through state institutions. 

Ny signature below indicates that I received the information and understand its cont 

« 

SIGNATURE OP PARENT, GUARDIAN, OR ADULT STUDENT 
DATE SIGNED 



ERIC 
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(Continued* page 23 of 31) 

ifit«rpr«t«* (Mr 4m 
Modca of AdalMlon, R«vltw, tna Dlgaltg^l (ARD1 Coioltf MMtinn 

IMVnAXiOll 10 HSnmC R£i SCudanC 

IDl 

gehoo l 

Hi uottXd XilM to iBvica you co Atcrad M AdalMion, Mvltv. aad DUmUmI (ARD) Com1cc«« Msclng co dUcuM 
tdttCACioMl fragr«Ming for your child. Ac chlo M«clBg» you vUl b« • wmahmt of ch« AM) ComiIccoo. Other 
■Mhoro of Cho comIccoo ineXudo ochooX roproooncocivoo of adaliilocroclon, ••••••mhc* inocnieclon, and 

OChoro M ooodod* HI wnOWSLt UI6I THAI YOU AXTHID TUU HEnZII6» AS PAUNT IMVOLVIMENr IS AN XMPOKXANT 
PAST or 10UR OULDU IDUGAnOII. 



86.23 AUSTIN INDEPENDCKT SCHOOL DlSUICt 

SpoelAl £due«cioa 



Pata Tia o t to t Fiaco, 



X. Iho purpoio of tho Mocing is cot 

ft daic your chUd inco opoeUi odueoclott if h«/«h« moco •XlglblXlcy erlcorlA 
t wimw your child progrM (iacXudiMg vomXco of any nov cvcXuccionc) 
*~^d ovXop ond/ot rovimr •cho.'Udlvidital IdiicocioMi PUn (ISP) for your chUd 
o ther faoMifvl 

2* Tho above accioo aay raaulc ia*a chaaga of pXacaaanc. Your child *a praaaac progra«» 
propoaad..chaiiga(a) aadiraaaaa(a) for aBf.cbasgaa ara a u —i r l»ad balowt 



3. Tha iaforaacioo co bo ravlawad ac thia Maciag My ineludai 

t ha inforvacioa laaad Co rafar your child for covprahanaiTO aaaaaaaaoc (a.g.t 
^^"iaforvaclott froa you* haalth hiatocy* vlaioo/baariiig acraaning raaulca, prafarrad 
languaga* aducaciooal raporta) 

a chool racorda (a.g.» gradaa* accandaaea raporca* achiaraaaac caac fcoraa* diaeipllaa 
raporcot caachara* obaarraciona) 

t ha iaforvacioa ia tha coaprahaoaiva aaaaaaaaot raporta (a.g.» apaach/languaga» 
iatallactualt soeiologicalt aaotlooal/bahavioralt phyaicalt aducatioaal parfonaaea 
lavala 

t ha inforaatioa froa ralatad aarvica aaaaaaaaat raporta^ (a.g.» apaach tharapy» 
occupational/ phyaicai tharapy) 
o thar (aeacifY) 

Tha PAHENT AND STUDEKT RICIITS TO A SPECIAL EDUCATION handbook daacribaa tha righta you and your child 
hava during thia procaast iadudingt 

. Notice (pp« 3, S» 7t IS) 

• Conaaat (pp. S» IS) 

. Hearing (pp. 3t 5, 6, S. IS-IS) 

. Protection in aveluetlon proctduree (pp. S-6>) 

Leeet reetrictive environaant (p. 11) 
. Confidentiality of inforaation (pp. IWS) 
. Perticipetion in Adaieeion, aaviav» end 

Diaaieaal Coaaittea deciaioaa (pp. 7«*S) 

If you hava aay ^aatioaa* plaaae feel free to call M. 



(Sigaatura) 



(Poeitioa) 



(Phone) 



PASENTSi Thia ia e copy. Pleeea KEIP THIS PACE f Jr your racorda. 

(The achool eleo vUl reuin e copy.) RETUIN chn ATTAQIED 
fACE 2 to aa . 



Date of Noticei 



SB-S00«S5 

Hhit0 Gopyi NpMial Education fila ^ 
Yollow eopyi EdttoatioMl Foldat 
Pink copyi Paccnt 
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FOR SCHOOL USE ONLY 

PARENT NOTIFICATION 
Daf s 

HaU«d/T«kwi (CIRCLE) by 

N otica of ARD Maacing aignad* datad* and ratumad 

DocuMnc a alnlaw of two accaapta co co&cacc paranc (apaclfy raaulca/ input): 



Data 


TiM 


Paraon 
Making 
Contact 


Paraon 
Contactad 


Raaulta 

































Homa Languaga Survay raaulta If othar than Engliahi 

I tranalatad chia notica tc tha parant : 

(Signatura o£ Intarpratar) (Data) 



So 

98 
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PLSASS RKTDSM THIS PiCB TO: 



(Seme) 



(Scaca) 



RE: Scudanc_ 
School 



PARENTS: PLSASS CHSCS APPROPRZAZS STATSNENT(S) BELOW AND RETURN: 
I will acctnd t^m aMClnt ac ch« tchadulod ciao (Dac«: 



TIm: 



CO 



J. 



J Nould likm CO accud cha aaaclng, buc eannoc do to ac cba claa tuu««cad. I wUl call co raachadula. 

_I will noc h% abla co accand. I hava liivlcad__ to accand Chit 

■aaclag aa mf rapratancaciva. 

J will noc ba abla co accand. Hf covanca, aa ralacad co child 'a aducacion, ara wriccan on cha boccoa 
of chia ton. I irl«a co ba nocifiad of cha raaulca of cha naacing. 

_I .1c apaak Engliah wall. I will naad an Incarpracar ln__ 



(languaga) 



(Paranc'a Sicnacura) 



(Daca) 



PARENT'S OOMSNTS: 



FRIC 



SI>«0O—CS Paia 2 

^ 96 



mat 



111231: 



1ST 



School 



Teocher/Ctf. Lloiaon 



CO 

o 
so 

CM 

8. 
& 



u 

to e 

4J o 



CO 
CM 



00 



Doto 


TlM of 
Contact 


Ftraofi 
ttokint 
Contact 


1 Ptraofi 
1 Contactod 


Neana of Contact 
(Lottar. phono, 
hoM viait, con* 
faconca, ate.) 


1 
i 

Subjtct of CoMMintcation 


Otitcont 























































































o 
o 



Er|c B7 
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SpMlAl tdttoaeioa 
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Sf UtM Mctslti ufi 
Intirprtu, favor dt Ummr 
tl dlrtctor dt 1« tscutU. 
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lirthdaet! 



X ttad«rtt«ad and %tr% my eontsae for tho propoood roltaoo of thm laforaaeloa Iloeod b«I#iri 



Agoacy/XadlYidttal raquooeod co ralaaaa raeorda: 



Agtaey/ZadlTlduaX eo roeolTa r«cord<s 



tmoB TCcorda ara aaodad: 



(seraae) 



(Straac) 



(Citr) (suea) 33*7 



(Clcy) TSMmi JI5r 



If yoa hara aay qaaoCAoaa, call 



ae 



(Una Ndribar) 



UCORD mSASn/IBQUISTIDs 



DS2!iJ''?S5?^^^ ~™ individual a.aaa»«it raport.; id.la.loa. lavlaa. 

Olaalaaal (AID) Coaid.eeaa raporta' ladlvldnal Plaa (HP); oec.) 

!Mleal laeorda 

Uport of Tlaloa/Haarlns Seraaalaf 
Spaaeh/Uaguafo Ivaluneloa 
Othar laforaatloB (apaelfy) 



isigaaeuro) (Rolaeioaohlp eo Seudoae^ (Oaeo) 

yor School Uf 

Zatarpratar uood eo rraaolaeo ehlo aoeleo? Toi ho 

(If yaa, slgaaeuro of laeorproeor) t 




Sltaaeuro Daeo 
TtlK OKIGXHAL XH STTOEHT BtlGIBXtXTT FOtDM 

Q si-f 10 -as 101 

39 
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AUtnv xmraoiirr icaoot. oxntxct 

SmcUI ItfttCACloa 



fa 



tt«l4MC 



on^^ueS^^paoa 28 of 3 

HoM School 
RoA-HoM School 
__ Prlvoco/Porochlal School 



School 



(K54410) 
_ Gr«do_ 



SoMOCor Currooc Haadieopplas 

Uftic o Coiidlclon(o) 



AMroM , 



fiitfoooU) of MMClagt 
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Attachment D 

(Continued, page 30 of 3I) 



Th# fAIUniT AND STUDENT MCHTS TO A SPECIAL EDUCATIQM handbook describes all of the tights you end your child 
hav* lACludlng: 

• Modes (pp. 3, S, ?• IS) 
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(Continued, page 31 of 31} 
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Attachment E 



RESOURCES OTHER THAN SPECIAL EDUCATION FOR SERVING SPECIAL NEEDS STUDENTS 

AISD has a wide variety of special programs available to help students with 
special needs. Many of the programs focus on students requiring remedial or 
compensatory Instruction. In 1986-87, the major compensatory programs are: 

• Chapter 1 Regular - 33 campuses 

• Chapter 1 Migrant > 24 campuses 

• Chapter 2 Formula - all paired elementary campuses 
t State Compensatory Education - 10 campuses 

• Project Teach and Reach - 6 campuses 

• Writing to Read - 3 campuses 

• Title VII - 4 campuses 

• Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) - 68 campuses 

• English as a Second Language (ESL) - 71 campuses 

For a description of these special programs, the reader Is encouraged to 



refer to the following eva'uatlon reports. 

ORE Report 

Program Publication Number 

ECIA Chapter 1/Chapter 1 Migrant 85.05 
Chapter 2 Formula/Chapter 2 Discretionary 85.15 
Programs for Limited English Speakers 85.57 
Teach and Reach 85.63 



In addition to these renarts of Individual programs, several other reports 
present information about the District's attempts to plan for the needs of 
students. 

Baranoff, T. , Howze, S., Christner, C, Schuyler, N., & Dugger, E. 
(1986, June). A comprehensive plan for compensatory education . 
Austin, TX: Austin Independent bchooi District. 

Christner, C. (1987, January). 1986-87 .ver lap study . (Publication 

No. 86.07). Austin, TX: Austin Independent bchooi District, Office of 
Research and Evaluation. 

Doss. D., & Christner, C. (Eds.). (1986, March). AISD needs assessment 
for 1986-87 (Publication No. 85.36). Austin, TX: Austin Independent 
School District, Office of Research and Evaluation. 

Wilkinson, D., & Luna, N. (1986, June). Special Education: 198C-86 

Final technical report . (Publication No. 85.34; . Austin, TX: ^Austin 
Independent bcnool District, Office of Research and Evaluation. 

Wilkinson, D., & Luna, N. (1986, February). Special education In 
AISD: Context and pro gram descrlpti (Publication 
No. 85.26}. Austin, TX: Austin Independent School District, Office of 
Research and Evaluation. 
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Attachment F 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Management Information 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



File 
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Date of Last Comprehensive Assessment 

Date Report Dictated 

Date Report Completed 

Date Parent Notified of ARD Meeting 
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Date ARD Originally Placed 
(date of ARD) 



Current Program Starting Date (same 
as above for new admissions) 



Student Information 
Sheet (PS-SE-500-85, 
p. 2) or the completion 
date for the Student 
Information Sheet on the 
Checklist for Special 
Education Assessment 
(PS-SE-FlO-85) 

Notice of Consent for 
Initial Assessment 
(PS-SE-800-84) 

Checklist for Special 
Education Assessment 
(PS-SE-510-85) 

Comprehensive Individual 
Assessment Report 

Information for Data 
File 

Comprehensive Individual 
Assessment Report 

Notice of Admission, 
Review, and Dismissal 
(ARD) Committee Meeting 
(invitation to Meeting 
(SE-600-85) 

Admission, Review, and 
Dismissal (ARD) 
Committee Report (ARD) 
(SE-605-85) 

Admission, Review, and 
Dismissal (ARD) 
Committee Report 
(SE-605-85) 
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Attachment G 
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